








' Here is a clear and forthright booh by: 
jThe Right Honorable Hugh Gaitskell, 
who is Leader of the British Labour 
Party, and is in line to be Britain’s Prime 
Minister if Labour wins the next election, 
In these pages, Mr. Gaitskell takes a hard 
| look at the recent tragic mistakes corn- 
fritted by the Western world. Writing 
with candor and balance of the many 
problems that constitute the challenge of 
coexistence, he examines the world pic¬ 
ture today, searches out the wrongs, im¬ 
balances, and stumbling blocks, and 
proposes ways of solving these problems. 

I He is concerned with the role of supra¬ 
national or international institutions — 
'especially the United Nations; the region- 
ial problems of Europe and NATO’s rela- 
1 tion to them, and the delicate diplomacy 
necessary to woo the uncommitted and . 
underdeveloped areas of the world away 
from the communists without incurring 
suspicions of colonialism. 

' Coexistence challenges the West to 
, seize its opportunities for creative action 
I on many fronts, says Mr. Gaitskell. He 
■ asserts that though the UN Charter has 
many drawbacks it should be observed 
, by peaceful nations, but that since the 
i UN cannot be expected to solve all in¬ 
ternational problems its limits must be 
, recognized; that NATO should be sus- 
] taiued and encouraged if Europe is to 
j be kept from fragmenting again; that 
j democracies should provide aid for 


| underdeveloped areas without expe 
, ing gratitude and without attaching m 
tary or political strings; and that the bi 
aid for those areas is to help them he 
themselves. He deals with many otl 
questions, including the admission 
’ Communist China to the UN, Britai] 

: colonial policy, and the establishme 
of a neutral bloc in Europe—and s« 
them all in perspective against the ever 
before and after the seizure of the Sq 
Canal. 

The challenge of coexistence is n 
merely to avoid World War III, says M 
Gaitskell, but also to learn to live peac 
fully internationally, to avoid totalitarit 
communism, and to bring about politic 
freedom and self-government ever 
where. 

; HUGH GAITSKELL 1 

i i 

At the beginning of the Godkin Let 
tures, on which this book is based, M: 
Gaitskell was introduced by Dea 
(Edward S. Mason as a scholar who act: 
a statesman who thinks. He left a schnlai 
ly career in political economy to ente 
Parliament in 1945, He held many promi 
nent offices in Mr, Attlee’s postwar Gov 
eminent, notably Parliamentary Secretar 
i for the Ministry of Fuel and Power, 1947 
Minister of State for Economic Affairs 
! 1950; Chancellor ,of the Exchequer.JBgO' 
j 51; Treasurer of the Labour Party, 1§5$; 
i55. In 1955 he succeeded Mr. Attlee a; 
' Leader of the Labour Party, . , i 
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Foreword 


These lectures had to be delivered at a time of 
exceptional uncertainty in world affairs. Suez and 
Hungary had exploded, but the smoke had not 
cleared away. It was difficult to foresee all their con¬ 
sequences or to guess what new eruptions were likely 
in the already disturbed international scene. There 
was a greater danger than ever that anything said 
might quickly be rendered out of date by the swift 
march of events. 

I thought of trying to avoid this danger by keeping 
the discussion on a high philosophical plane. But I 
soon dropped the idea, since I had neither the qual¬ 
ities nor the time required. Moreover, to have talked 
about the “Challenge of Coexistence” without refer¬ 
ring directly or indirectly to the sensational events 
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of last fall would have been absurd. I decided that I 
preferred the risk of appearing out of date to pos¬ 
sible future readers to the certainty of being dull to 
the audience at Harvard! 

Although I gave only three lectures, I could not 
have managed to prepare them during and after the 
intense political activity of last summer and fall 
without the assistance of several people. In particu¬ 
lar, I wish to thank my three Parliamentary colleagues, 
Mr. Philip Noel-Baker, Mr. Kenneth Younger, and 
Mr. Denis Healey, whose advice was invaluable, and 
my wife, without whose help in many different ways 
I should never have been able to finish the final 
version in time. 

The lectures published here are substantially as 
delivered except that at one or two points I have 
added some explanatory sentences and at one or two 
others I have, I hope, slightly improved the grammar! 


H. G. 
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I 

Coexistence and the 
United Nations 

It is so great an honor to be in¬ 
vited to deliver these lectures that in trying to pre¬ 
pare them during these last weeks, I have felt an 
increasing sense of diffidence. For professional poli¬ 
ticians, when they have been in the job for any 
length of time, are not well fitted for really deep 
thinking, partly because they have no time lor it 
and partly because the very practice of their art 
involves them in continual simplification. It the 
expert is a man who knows more and more about 
less and less, the politician is a man who knows less 
and less about more and more! The superficial is 
always attractive to a politician because it is so easily 
communicated, whereas if he tries to be profound, he 
will either be misunderstood or merely regarded 
as s» bore. 
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Nor can I claim that in my case these intellectual 
handicaps are balanced by recent practical experi¬ 
ence in government. For, unfortunately, it is over 
five years since 1 was a member of any government. 
And the experience one gathers in opposition is of a 
limited kind. One is certainly close to the govern¬ 
ment. But the angle from which one observes it is 
very special. 

Some of you may feel that die title “The Challenge 
of Coexistence” is not quite so appropriate after Hun¬ 
gary and Suez. These events certainly have a very 
direct bearing both on the nature of the challenge 
and the answers to be given to it. But I do not think 
this would justify abandoning it as a title. Let me, 
however, interpolate that it is not my intention, de¬ 
spite recent events, to alter its significance so far 
as to make it mean just die problem of coexistence 
between the United States and Britain! 

Few things arc more boring than trying to arrive 
at precise definitions. But I cannot really embark 
upon these lectures without saying something about 
the word "coexistence.” Most people today think of 
it as a Russian slogan — rather blown upon by their 
latest behavior. It is a Russian slogan. But it was not 
Khrushchev or even Stalin, but Lenin, who first 
introduced the term. He used it to describe periods 
during which Soviet policy would abandon the all- 
out attack on every front against the noncommunist 
world and replace it by the more subde tactics of 
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concluding agreements with some governments and 
in some areas, while keeping up intense pressure 
elsewhere. 

The purpose of coexistence, according to Lenin, 
was purely tactical and the phase strictly temporary. 
By changing the nature of the attack and relaxing the 
pressure, divisions in capitalist states, which were 
always inherent, would be allowed to develop and 
thus weaken the enemies of communism. The back¬ 
ground to this idea was the familiar wholehearted 
belief in the ultimate collapse of capitalism, which it 
was the job of the true communist to hasten along, 
and the conviction that sooner or later a clash — an 
armed clash — between the communist and capitalist 
worlds could not be avoided. 

There is no reason to doubt that, when the term 
was reintroduced by the Soviet leaders a few years 
ago, it had substantially the same significance for 
them as in Lenin’s teaching. It was a change in the 
character of the cold war, a cold war which had in 
these years been conducted crudely and equally 
aggressively everywhere, in Asia, in India and 
Burma, for instance, against noncommunist gov¬ 
ernments there as it was against noncommunist gov- 
erments in Europe. 

The new phase of coexistence foreshadowed by 
Stalin before his death and developed by Malenkov 
and Khrushchev afterwards meant specifically, first, 
an acceptance of the status quo in Europe. Russia 
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appeared for the time being to give up any inten¬ 
tion of pushing out her frontiers in that continent, 
though no doubt she still letained some hope of 
detaching Germany from the West. On the other 
hand, she gave no sign that she was willing to 
withdraw her frontiers. She still appeared deter¬ 
mined to keep her hold over all the satellite states. 
At the same time there was a slight lifting of the 
Iron Curtain. Cultural and technical exchange visits 
were encouraged, as long as they were strictly under 
control. Much friendlier language was used. There 
was a greater willingness to trade. Messrs. Bulganin 
and Khrushchev began their famous series of jour¬ 
neys. 

Secondly, the new coexistence involved a change in 
policy toward the governments of the so-called un¬ 
committed areas. Great efforts were made to culti¬ 
vate friendly relations with them in place of the 
earlier policy of attempting to upset them by internal 
communist activity. Indeed, the chief nature of the 
change was to let the European front quiet down, 
while developing, principally through more subtle 
propaganda, trade, and other nonwarlike means, the 
cold war in these uncommitted areas. 

A number of agreements were concluded which 
illustrate the change in the policy. They involved 
very little cost to the Soviets and secured for them 
considerable gains in good will. The Korean armistice 
was at last signed. A treaty was concluded with the 
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West about Austria, and Soviet troops were with¬ 
drawn. A base was returned lo Finland. More im¬ 
portant, an agreement was concluded at Geneva re¬ 
garding Indo-China. This agreement to divide the 
country, and later their willingness not to insist on 
general elections as originally provided for under the 
Geneva agreement, can be regarded as a concession 
by Ho Chi Min and by the Chinese, against which 
they no doubt counted the importance of the good 
will of India. Finally, special efforts were made to re¬ 
build friendly relations with Yugoslavia, even to the 
extent of Canossa-like pilgrimages by the Soviet lead¬ 
ers to Marshal Tito. 

Why did the Russians change their tactics? For 
three reasons, above all. First, it was clear drat the 
tough policy had failed. They had made no advances 
in Europe. The democracies had been galvanized 
into a greater unity through NATO and more serious 
defense preparations. It was hoped, not without rea¬ 
son, that more subde tactics would undermine this 
unity and the growing military strength of the West. 

Secondly, there was a realization in Moscow of the 
increasing importance of the uncommitted states of 
the world, particularly India. These states had not 
achieved their independence when the tough cold 
war period began. But by 1952 it was clear that they 
had surmounted any immediate transitional difficul¬ 
ties and were certain to play a more and more signifi¬ 
cant part in world affairs. 
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Thirdly, while there was no sign that the Soviet 
leaders had abandoned their fundamental faith in 
world communism, there was a growing under¬ 
standing that the nuclear stalemate might rule out 
the ultimate armed clash between capitalism and 
communism. Whatever public statements the Rus¬ 
sian leaders made from time to time, in their hearts 
they must have realized that a third world war, 
fought with thermonuclear weapons, was bound to 
involve the destruction not only of capitalism, but 
of communism also. 

While these were the reasons for the change, 
something else has clearly been happening behind 
the Iron Curtain which bears upon the application 
of this new tactic and is of great importance in itself. 
Both in the satellite countries and in Russia move¬ 
ments of opinion have begun to show themselves 
which may conceivably lead to a real departure from 
the rigid communist doctrine on foreign policy, 
which has hitherto, through all tactical changes, 
dominated the outlook of the Soviet government. 
What has happened in the last year, and particularly 
in the last few months, has, of course, carried this 
particular process very much further than most peo¬ 
ple foresaw three years ago. 

I have not the qualifications nor the time to discuss 
in any detail the fascinating question of how and 
why this particular change has come about. Clearly 
the denunciation of Stalin by Khrushchev must have 
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had a positively traumatic effect on Communist Party 
members everywhere. Then the weakening of the 
power of the secret police, no doubt necessary as 
“collective leadership” xeplaced “the cult of the in¬ 
dividual” in Moscow, also weakened the power of the 
puppet governments in the satellite states. Again, 
both in those countries and in Russia the release of 
millions of political prisoners must have increased 
criticism of the regime. In the satellite states very 
bad economic conditions, tire result of sheer exploita¬ 
tion by Russia, combined with intense nationalist 
feeling, played a big part. In Russia itself the huge 
expansion of technical education necessarily meant 
teaching people to think more for themselves. But 
thoughts about science may also have led to thoughts 
about politics. At the same time, the new managerial 
and professional class, conscious of its power and im¬ 
portance, seems to have been demanding better con¬ 
ditions, including more freedom of thought and 
speech. Even the slight lifting of the Iron Curtain 
has probably encouraged the process, too. That all 
these and no doubt other forces have been at work 
producing some kind of ferment is not now in ques¬ 
tion, though it is still loo early to predict just what 
the consequences may be for the problem of coex¬ 
istence. 

Meanwhile, other countries have also been formu¬ 
lating their views on the subject. By far the most 
important statement has come not from the West but 



8 THE CHALLENGE OF COEXISTENCE 

from the East, in tire ten principles of tire Bandoeng 
Conference. These principles may be regarded as just 
pious aspirations, but the fact that they are now the 
declared aspirations of most of the countries of Asia 
and Africa is itself not without significance. Apart 
from the endorsement of the Charter of the United 
Nations, their most important features are (1) the 
emphasis on equality “of small nations as well as 
large,” (z) their dislike of “blocs,” and an implied 
neutralism, and (3) anticolonialism. 

Whatever wc may think of them, the Bandoeng 
principles are certainly not communist. The coexist¬ 
ence which they imply is far more genuine than that 
of the Russians. The anticolonialism was aimed 
against Russia as well as against the West. Indeed, 
most of us would find it hard to quarrel with the 
principles, though we might feel that they did not 
take the danger of aggression sufficiently seriously. 
We might also wish to underline that for us coexist¬ 
ence could never be taken to mean contentment with 
a state of affairs in which peoples were not free and 
nations not independent everywhere. 

To us, then, the challenge of coexistence is not 
merely how to avoid a third world wax, not merely 
how to settle international disputes peacefully, to 
live and let live, not merely how to conduct an 
ideological struggle against totalitarian communism, 
but how to do these things and also to bring to 
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those peoples who do not now enjoy them the bene¬ 
fits of liberty and true self-government. 

So much for this rather lengthy introduction, the 
background to all three lectures. Now let me tell you 
how I propose to proceed. With three lectures to 
give, it is clearly convenient to pick out within the 
general framework three subjects which I can ex¬ 
amine in detail. Happily, there is no great difficulty. 
There are, I suggest, three obvious spheres in which 
this problem of coexistence confronts us today. 

First, there is the problem of the international 
institutions, in particular the United Nations. Just 
what part should it play in our policies? I propose 
to devote the rest of this first lecture to that question. 
Then there is the regional problem which arises 
where the most direct contact between the West 
and the communist bloc exists — the regional prob¬ 
lem of Europe. I shall deal with this in my second 
lecture. Thirdly, there is the other major regional 
problem, the problem of the relationship and 
struggle with communism in the uncommitted areas 
— in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. I shall 
come to this in my third lecture. 

Let me turn, then, to the United Nations. Recent 
events have led to much questioning and criticism of 
the United Nations in Britain. People who hitherto 
did not know much about it, or perhaps took it for 
granted as “a good thing," are now beginning to 
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wonder. They are also, I believe, rather confused. 
One can distinguish two extreme points ol view. 
There are those who look upon the United Nations 
as a kind of organization or institution apart, which 
is expected to deal with anything in the world that is 
thrust upon it. Their attitude toward it is rather like 
their attitude towaid their own government. If they 
think something is wrong at home they expect their 
government to deal with it; similarly, if there is trou¬ 
ble abroad they expect the United Nations as an 
outside authority to handle it. 

At the opposite extreme there are those who regard 
the United Nations as a useless and even harmful 
talking shop, which delays and hampers governments 
and even prevents them from acting decisively and 
positively on their own in what they conceive to be 
either their own interests or those of the world as a 
whole. And, of course, most governments in most 
countries have no difficulty in identifying these two 
objectives. 

While these attitudes to the United Nations are 
normally found among very different people, they 
are sometimes also combined in the same person. 
In recent weeks a number of my countrymen have 
taken the first line about Hungary and the second 
about Suez. Indeed, where the problem is an awk¬ 
ward one, which a national government does not 
wish to deal with because it is too dangerous and 
there is no easy solution, then people arc inclined to 
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say, “Of course, the United Nations should deal with 
it.” If, on the other hand, the problem is one in 
which a national government believes that it can, by 
using its own power and acting on its own, bring 
about the results which it desires, then the United 
Nations is regarded as a nuisance, an interfering 
busybody, which ought to be kept out altogether. We 
need not take very seriously such a superficial and 
prejudiced outlook. But we should recognize the 
need, all the same, for far greater clarity about the 
nature and functions of the United Nations. 

Let me begin by drawing a distinction between 
the Charter on the one hand, and the functioning of 
the various organizations on the other. Both of these 
concepts are implicit in the phrase “United Nations,” 
but they are frequently muddled up. And yet it is 
vital to distinguish between them. 

As far as the Charter is concerned, it is principally 
a code of conduct which each member nation is ex¬ 
pected to observe in its relations with others. I do 
not need to describe in detail the obligations imposed 
by it. Those who accept it undertake to follow certain 
principles, to settle their disputes peacefully, to 
adopt certain procedures. But on the most important 
obligation of all, relating to the use of force, I must 
spend a little more time. 

The use of force is by no means ruled out alto¬ 
gether. Article 51 declares that “nothing in the Char¬ 
ter shall impair the inherent right of individual or 
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collective self-defense” if an armed attack occurs 
against a member of the United Nations; but the 
state defending itself must report the circumstances 
immediately to the Security Council and must, if 
called upon by the Council, desist from using force. 
At least tills is how I interpret the article. Force is 
also permissible under the Charter — indeed one 
might say it is obligatory if the Security Council 
positively enjoins it — when military sanctions, to 
use an old phrase, are decided on by the Council. 
A country asked to apply them should then obey 
the Council and do so. Finally, force may be said 
to be permissible if the Assembly, by a two-thirds 
majority or more, recommends the use of it. 

Let me pause for a moment and underline the sig¬ 
nificance of Article 51. A nation may defend itself or 
help to defend another nation to which it is allied 
if there has been an armed attack. This is the crucial 
phrase. It is a definition of aggression. Once such 
aggression has occurred, war against the aggressor 
is legitimate by the nation attacked and by its allies: 
it may continue unless and until the Security Coun¬ 
cil unanimously decides otherwise. 

Those who agreed on the Charter evidently de¬ 
cided, in my view rightly, that they must be very 
precise about when force could be used: the key 
words are “the right of self-defense if armed attack 
occurs.” This is the only situation in which, under the 
Charter, a nation may use force by its own decision. 
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Indeed, in Article 2 it is specifically provided that 
members shall refrain in their international rela¬ 
tions from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any 
state. 

It follows that any idea of force “as a last resort” 
is beside the point. Unless it is in self-defense or col¬ 
lective defense against armed attack, it is contrary to 
the charter to use force even as a last resort. But, 
on the other hand, the charter is not “pacifist,” as 
some commentators are inclined to suggest. 

I would add, though here I am on slightly more 
debatable ground, that there is an implied obligation 
upon those who are prepared to observe this code 
that they should accept the “decisions” of the United 
Nations. But great care is needed in interpreting 
this phrase. When I say “decisions” I mean, first, de¬ 
cisions of the Security Council taken unanimously. 
Some might say that even when they are not taken 
unanimously, but taken unanimously except for the 
veto of the country concerned, an almost equally 
strong moral obligation applies. I mean, secondly, by 
decisions of the United Nations, even recommenda¬ 
tions of the Assembly, provided these are taken by 
really large majorities. The qualification is vital. A 
simple majority clearly would not carry with it the 
same authority, because, owing to the voting sys¬ 
tem — one state, one vote — it might not be in any 
way a true reflection of world opinion. But when 
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there arc overwhelming majorities, as over Suez, 
then this is a clear reflection of world opinion, 
which I believe a nation honestly desiring to follow 
the piinciples of the charter ought to accept. 

The essence of this obligation to accept decisions 
is only another way of saying that it is part of the 
international order which the charter seeks to create 
that nations do not decido for themselves questions 
in which their own interest is involved, and that 
when there is a really clear decision by the United 
Nations on such questions, then the nations con¬ 
cerned must accept it, even though they disagree 
with it. But equally — and I must underline the 
point again — the very nature of both the Security 
Council and the Assembly makes it inevitable that 
the United Nations may on many occasions be un¬ 
able to give this clear decision. 

The events of the last few weeks have brought to 
the surface a number of criticisms about the rules of 
the Charter in relation to the use of force. Is the 
phrase "armed attack” sufficiently dear? Would, for 
example, border raids justify the use of force in self- 
defense? And if so, on what scale? To this, I think lire 
only answer is that nobody has suggested a dearer 
definition and that disputes about particular cases 
have to be handled by the Security Council or the 
Assembly. 

But there are three other criticisms of the Charter 
of a more fundamental character. First, the defini- 
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tion of aggression in Article 51 rules out the possi¬ 
bility of preventive war. But is preventive war 
always wrong? We are all familiar with the argument 
of Israel that Egypt and tire other Arab stales were 
preparing war against her, war which might have 
meant her early elimination, and that the action 
she look on October 29 was simply designed to 
prevent this. Here was a case of preventive war 
which from a common sense angle might seem justi¬ 
fied. But it is clearly contrary to the Charter. 

The second complaint is that the Charter makes 
no provision for safeguarding the rights of those 
countries which suffer a civil wrong. A state may do 
harm to another state without actually sending an 
armed force across the frontier. The act may be very 
damaging. Is the country which suffers the damage 
to have no protection, and at the same lime is it not 
to be allowed to use force to put the matter right? 

The third complaint, which links up with this sec¬ 
ond one, is that the Charter does not provide for 
peaceful change. The whole implication of Article 
51 is that the status quo is to remain. But is a country 
never justified in using force to bring about a change 
in the status quo? 

These criticisms cannot just be pushed aside. A 
little laler, I will try and suggest some answers. But 
meanwhile it would be wrong to conclude that, 
because tire Charter does not permit a country to use 
force to deal with these situations, the United Na- 
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tions can do notliing to put tilings right, or, again, 
that the country which believes it is wronged has no 
alternatives. And I would particularly warn against 
the idea that, because of these criticisms and the 
disadvantages which are implied for those who ob¬ 
serve the Charter, we ought either to change the 
definition of aggression in Article 51 or do away with 
the Charter altogether, The Charter was drafted 
after a great deal of thought and argument, and, al¬ 
though its wording may not be ideal, it is clearer 
than any alternative. And clarity in this matter is 
enormously important. 

For the moment then, let us leave the Charter, 
looked on as a code of conduct, and consider the 
working of the institutions and, above all, the pro¬ 
vision for collective security — that is, for collective 
action by and through the United Nations against 
aggression. 

Originally, of course, the Security Council was the 
executive body responsible for dealing with this, and, 
indeed, with most other problems which reached the 
United Nations. If one nation attacked another, the 
Security Council had to consider the matter. But the 
Security Council is subject to the veto rule in respect 
of the permanent members, that is, the so-called 
great powers. Thus the Council can only operate 
as an instrument of collective security if the great 
powers are un anim ous, or very nearly so. Now this 
was no accidental decision, but a matter on which 
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both Russia and America insisted. Neither of them 
was prepared to accept majority decisions in the 
Security Council on issues of such enormous im¬ 
portance. 

Are we, then, to conclude that the Security Council 
is always going to be useless, because of the veto, 
as an instrument for insuring collective action against 
aggression? This would be too pessimistic. The 
Council could be unanimous in handling minor 
wars, in which either the great powers were not par¬ 
ticularly concerned or where, at any rate, there was 
no clash between them. As you know, I am one of 
those who believe that, had it not been for the use 
of the veto by Britain and France, collective action 
could have been taken by and through the United 
Nations on October 30 to stop the war in the Middle 
East. 

Incidentally, it is a mistake to treat the Korean 
War as an illustration of this kind. The Security 
Council was unanimous in the case of Korea only 
because of the accident that Russia had withdrawal 
from the Council a little while before. The Korean 
War should really be classified as an instance where 
Article 51 applied. South Korea was entitled to take 
action in self-defense under that article. And the 
United States was entided to take action under 
the heading “collective defense.” 

As for the Assembly, in the charter as originally 
drafted, it had little effective power for acting 
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against aggression. Bui since the “uniting for peace” 
resolution of 1950, a big change has come about. It 
is now quite likely that in future the Assembly will 
be the institution to deal with, at any rate, major 
aggression, ralher than the Security Council. 

Nevertheless, wc must beware of assuming even 
here that corrective action by the Assembly against 
aggression is at all easy. There has to be a two- 
thirds majority. There is, obviously, no assurance 
that this majority will be forthcoming. It has often 
been pointed out that a combination of the com¬ 
munist bloc and the Afro-Asian bloc is sufficient 
to prevent it. But even supposing a two-thirds ma¬ 
jority is obtained, it does not follow that effective 
action will be taken. If a major clash between the 
great powers is involved, if, in particular, action 
against a great power is involved, there are likely 
to be hesitations and anxieties in view of the risk 
of major war. Such doubts will be overcome only if 
the other great powers decide that this is a situation 
which requires that such risks have to be taken. 
And this in turn is most probable where a collective 
defense agreement exists which would in any event, 
and without any two-thirds majority vote in the 
Assembly, have involved resistance to aggression. 
In that case a resolution of the Assembly carried by 
the necessary two-thirds majority could, however, 
lend the weight of public opinion to the cause of col¬ 
lective defense and also perhaps induce other coun- 
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tries to play their part in the defensive action itself. 

Apart from this, the use of force on the authority 
of the Assembly is only likely where the major pow¬ 
ers are not themselves seriously engaged. They are 
not always so engaged. Even if there is a conflict of 
interest, they may desire to localize a war or even 
to stop the fighting. And it is possible that this desire 
may not have shown itself sufficiently clearly at the 
stage when the Security Council was dealing with 
the dispute. The Assembly may then provide a sec¬ 
ond chance in which the public opinion of the world 
can be brought to bear, both upon the great powers 
and upon the immediate parties to the dispute, 
as a result of which the great powers throw their 
influence behind the Charter and in favor of a 
peaceful solution. 

It is natural enough, in view of these limitations, 
that the question of how to reform the United Na¬ 
tions should have been discussed so frequently, par¬ 
ticularly in recent months. Most of the proposals put 
forward involve an attempt to establish a greater 
authority for the United Nations and make it more 
like a world government. A world government can¬ 
not function unless it can take decisions and enforce 
them. So it is not surprising that one of these pro¬ 
posals is to end the veto in the Security Council. 
The most obvious difficulty in the way of this is that 
neither Russia nor, I believe, America would accept 
it. Since the charter itself provides that it can only 
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be amended if the present members of the Security 
Council arc unanimous, the constitutional obstacle 
seems insurmountable. 

But apart from this, would the change really help? 
Without doubt, the immediate legal impediment to 
action by the Security Council would be removed. 
But what then follows? Is it to be supposed that 
on a majority vote, even if the majority is quite 
substantial, there would be an automatic, binding 
decision to defend the victim of aggression by force? 

Once again, if there is an underlying conflict be¬ 
tween the great powers on tlu's matter the mere legal 
right of die Security Council to take action is not the 
really important thing. The dominant question, until 
or without the veto, is whether the major powers 
concerned feel that this is an issue on which they 
must stand firm. They will almost certainly be en¬ 
titled, even with the veto, to go to the help of the 
victim of aggression under the collective defense 
wording of Article 51. But the real question is 
whether or not they are prepared to risk a major war. 

I would not deny that, in the absence of the veto, 
there might be borderline cases where the states 
concerned felt that the majority decision in their 
favor helped them to justify intervention, and where 
such intervention could be swifter, at any rate, by a 
day or two than it would be after using the “uniting 
for peace” procedure and relying on a two-thirds 
majority vote in the Assembly. Furthermore, when 
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the Security Council is handling problems which are 
less critical and dangerous, the absence of the veto 
would no doubt lend authority to its majority de¬ 
cisions and make it possible for the Council to go 
on trying to find peaceful solutions. 

There are, however, two other implications of the 
removal of the veto. First, as soon as the veto disap¬ 
pears, then of course membership of the Secuiily 
Council becomes extremely important, and it is 
hardly conceivable that the present system of elec¬ 
tion could survive. Secondly, it would be wrong to 
assume that the voting would be the same whether 
or not the veto applied. If countries know or believe 
that a particular resolution is going to be vetoed, 
some of them may be disposed to vote for it, in the 
certain knowledge that they will never be called 
upon to take action under it. They might not vote 
the same way without the protection of the veto. 
In any event, however, as I have said earlier, the 
“uniting for peace” procedure has reduced the im¬ 
portance of the Security Council. It was intended 
to get around the veto, and recent experience shows 
that this is just what it has done. This brings us, then, 
to the problem of giving the Assembly, which can 
and does reach decisions or make recommendations, 
some kind of force with which to ensure that these 
decisions are carried out. 

Let me say at once that I regard the formation and 
collection of the international force now employed 
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in Egypt as a very remarkable achievement. It is the 
first of its kind, and its presence in Egypt has already 
been of much value both as an excuse for the with¬ 
drawal of the Anglo-French forces and as providing 
a genuine buffer between the Israeli and the Egyp¬ 
tian troops. There is also at least a prospect that this 
force may patrol the borders of Israel and Egypt, 
possibly even the borders of the other Arab states, 
and in that manner make a really valuable contribu¬ 
tion to the peace of the Middle East. There may also 
be other international disputes in which such a force 
could perform a similar role. Having said this, how¬ 
ever, I must draw attention to certain limitations on 
the kind of force which has just been formed. It is 
necessary to do so because some people are drawing 
all sorts of optimistic conclusions which the facts 
themselves do not justify. 

First, then, this force was not expected or intended 
by the nations who helpfully and loyally contributed 
to it as a force which was to go to war. It is in this 
respect totally different from the armies of the 
United Nations which fought in Korea under the 
leadership of the United States. It is doubtful if 
the nations concerned, particularly the Scandinavian 
states, would have been prepared to lend their troops 
for such an enterprise if they thought it involved full- 
scale war with either Egypt or Israel. 

Secondly, the force is very limited as regards both 
manpower and weapons. It could not be a match for 
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even quite a small national army trained in the use 
of modem weapons. Thirdly, it is strictly temporary 
and, for the moment, operating only with the consent 
of the countries in the area concerned. It could not 
therefore apply a tough decision of the Security 
Council or the Assembly against a clearly convicted 
aggressor. 

But is it not possible to create a more adequate 
force? This might take tire form either of a firm 
guarantee from various countries that they would 
make available troops, weapons, aircraft, and so on 
in certain quantities when called upon to do so, as 
contemplated in the Charter, or of a United Nations 
force recruited directly on the lines of the French 
Foreign Legion. Whichever course be followed — 
and undoubtedly the latter is in many respects the 
more attractive—-we are brought up against the 
old problem of exactly how the decision would be 
taken to use such a force and under whose control it 
would operate. I leave on one side here the rather 
different question of whether such a force would be 
possible as a consequence of a genuine all-around 
controlled world disarmament; for the fact is that, if 
we reach that stage, so many problems of relation¬ 
ships between the great powers will have been solved 
that the situation will be transformed. In the ab¬ 
sence, however, of such all-round disarmament the 
problem is a very real one. 

This is the dilemma. Either the force is a weak one. 
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an instrument of moral authority alone, in which 
case it can do what is now being done in Egypt, but 
not much more. Or the force is a powerful one, 
equipped with modem weapons, perhaps even with 
tactical atomic weapons, but in this case the ques¬ 
tion of exactly when it is to be used and who con¬ 
trols it is an enormously vital one, which has not 
so far been seriously examined. 

It seems unlikely at present that any of the major 
powers would be prepared to back tire establishment 
of such a force if it were to be controlled by the 
Assembly on the basis of its present voting sys¬ 
tem. For even if Iwo-lhircls majority decisions were 
needed to put it into action, would this be acceptable 
when that majority is based on the one-state, one- 
vote principle? When in theory there could be a two- 
thirds majority of the Assembly representing only a 
small fraction of the world’s population? 

This brings us to the major problem of the system 
of voting in the Assembly. It certainly cannot be 
avoided in any discussion of an effective interna¬ 
tional force, but it is an issue which really has to 
be faced as soon as one probes very far into the 
basis for the Assembly’s authority on other matters. 

Is it possible to introduce a new basis of voting? 
Is it possible, for example, to say tbat the number 
of votes to which a country is entitled depends on 
its population? Can we follow the normal democratic 
principle of one-man, one-vote? I see little chance of 
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this being accepted at present. It would mean that 
India would have seven or eight times the voting 
power of Great Britain and twice the voting power of 
the United States; that Communist China, if and 
when she is admitted, would have three times the 
voting power of the United Slates. It is unlikely that 
the more wetdthy and powerful nations would be 
prepared to give up so much of their power. 

It is true that in the international monetary fund 
voting depends upon the subscription, and the sub¬ 
scription is determined, roughly speaking, by wealth; 
but the international monetary fund is a technical 
agency, and in any event its effectiveness is so de¬ 
pendent upon the support of the wealthy countries 
that tire rule is for the most part accepted. More 
significant is the fact that in NATO, where you have 
a group of like-minded allies, it has never proved 
possible to dispense with tire veto, and that in tire 
case of the British Commonwealth no decisions at 
all arc taken on the basis of votes. If this conclusion 
is accepted, however, and the present system of 
voting in the Assembly is here to stay, then we must 
also accept that the authority of the Assembly, ex¬ 
cept when there are very big majorities, including 
most larger nations and great powers, is inevitably 
restricted. 

There is, therefore, no denying that, as constituted 
at present, the United Nations suffers from important 
limitations. It cannot automatically redress civil 
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wrongs. That was the grievance of Britain and 
France and other canal users when Colonel Nasser 
nationalized the canal. It cannot always protect the 
victim of aggression. It was unable to do so very 
recently in the case of Hungary. It cannot both pass 
and enforce judgment in every dispute. It has not¬ 
ably failed to do so in the case of Kashmir. 

Nor does it seem likely that these weaknesses will 
easily be remedied. There is at present little prospect 
of developing the United Nations into something like 
world government. It is foolish to blame the United 
Nations for this. It is simply that the relations be¬ 
tween the different countries of the world are still of 
such a character as to make advance in this direc¬ 
tion extremely difficult. 

I have not hesitated to draw attention Lo these 
limitations because I am convinced that one of the 
dangers in the present situation is the existence of 
illusions and misunderstandings on the subject. If 
public opinion in the democratic countries is led 
to expect that the United Nations can do things 
which it subsequently fails to do, there may be a 
sharp reaction against the whole idea of a system 
of international law and order. Moreover, we must 
especially combat the notion that the United Nations 
is in some way a thing apart and different from the 
nations which compose it, on which everyone is 
able to rely. This fallacy is associated with the idea 
that it is like an ordinary government. It is a danger- 
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ous fallacy, because it obscures the need for active 
leadership. Countries may then speak of “basing their 
policy on the United Nations,” as though all they 
had to do was to await passively the decisions of 
some high authority. But clearly if all countries think 
like this and leave the initiative to others, the United 
Nations cannot function at all. No! It is the duty of 
all members to play an active pait. But it is the 
special responsibility of tire great powers who be¬ 
lieve in the charter to give tire necessary leadership. 

With this point established, let me now set out the 
reasons why I believe that, with all its weaknesses, 
the United Nations can play an important part in 
meeting the challenge of coexistence. 

1. I believe first and foremost that a code of con¬ 
duct between nations is itself important, especially 
insofar as it lays down when force may or may not 
be used. In time, the existence of this code does 
affect public opinion, and public opinion in its turn 
has an influence upon the behavior of governments. 
One has only to consider the change in the public 
attitude in Great Britain and, I would think, in 
America also, during these past fifty years. 

Despite the outburst of nationalistic feeling during 
recent weeks, there is no denying the deep senti¬ 
ments which exist in Britain against the use of force 
except in self-defense. This has grown up gradually 
over the years. Such sentiments, however, would 
not mean much unless there were a reasonably pre- 
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cise definition of aggression by which they could be 
guided. To blur tills definition would be most dan¬ 
gerous, not only in its practical consequences — be¬ 
cause it would then be possible to justify the use of 
force under the Charter far more easily — but also 
because of the confusion which would thus be cre¬ 
ated in the public mind. It is important, therefore, 
to preserve the conception of good behavior by 
nations and of an international order of some kind, 
even though it may be an imperfect one. 

The importance of these ideas may be measured 
by the fact that fundamentally both NATO and the 
British Commonwealth are based upon them. NATO 
is not just an alliance of friends who undertake to 
support each other whatever they may do. It specifi¬ 
cally accepts the purposes of the United Nations 
Charter as its own aims. The actual words of Article 
1 of the Charter are used in the treaty. NATO will 
not hold together unless its members abide by these 
aims. As for the Commonwealth, the fact that at a 
point during the recent crisis it was described by one 
of its leading statesmen as “on the verge of dissolu¬ 
tion” is sufficient comment. For, insofar as this was 
true, it was not so much from a clash of interests be¬ 
tween the members as because the mother country, 
in the eyes of some of the members, had acted con¬ 
trary to the Charter of the United Nations. 

a. The United Nations Assembly can at least ex¬ 
press world opinion, provided, as I have already ex- 
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plained, this is clearly shown by very large majori¬ 
ties. Without such an Assembly to show in appropri¬ 
ate cases, by majorities of this character, what differ¬ 
ent countries think, the picture would be much more 
confused. The resolutions of the Assembly therefore 
have an impact. They have an impact most obviously 
in democracies, where the people are allowed to 
know what is happening abroad and what other 
countries think of them, and where it is not regarded 
as high treason to declare that one’s government is 
wrong. But even for dictatorships tire importance 
of world opinion should not be underestimated. The 
Soviet government itself is not entirely insensitive on 
this point. It cannot ignore its own reputation in the 
uncommitted areas, and if, as in the case of Hun¬ 
gary, it is denounced by the Assembly, then its 
power and influence, whether directly or through 
the communist parties, suffers a setback. 

3. While the existence of “blocs" is quite inevi¬ 
table in a world assembly, as it is in any assembly, 
this is not a fatal weakness. Of course it would be 
very much better if every delegate were guided in 
deciding how to vote solely by impartial, objective 
considerations. And of course this is very far from 
being the case. But this weakness would only be 
fatal if the Assembly were completely divided into 
two groups and there were no “floating vote.” But 
this is not so. There is a "floating vote” in the United 
Nations Assembly, between the communist countries 
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on the one side and — say — NATO on the other 
side. It is no accident that the countries which are, 
as we say, uncommitted and which constitute this 
floating vote are themselves among the keenest 
supporters of the United Nations. But note in pass¬ 
ing an important feature of this situation. These 
countries are mostly ex-colonial countries. They are, 
therefore, particularly sensitive on what we call co¬ 
lonial issues. This is a matter of which the United 
States has recently become very conscious — in my 
view, rightly. It is likely to play an increasingly large 
part in world affairs and must, therefore, receive 
further treatment later in these lectures. 

4. Even if the notion of a world authority is still 
very remote, it may be that the much less ambi¬ 
tious conception of a concert of powers — of die 
great powers of the world being prepared to sit 
round the table and seek compromise solutions for all 
the disputes and difficulties diat arise — will emerge 
again. This is what was originally hoped for in 1945. 
Whether it does emerge will depend principally 
upon Soviet policy, and possibly on Communist 
China as well. If it does emerge, then the United 
Nations is at least a convenient framework, which 
brings the medium and smaller powers into the pic¬ 
ture as well. 

It is well known that Stalin, at various times — 
and his successors have done the same — suggested 
a kind of carving up of the world between the great 
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powers, particularly between America and Russia, 
and that the United States has always, very rightly, 
rejected this. On the other hand, if we are to have 
any kind of international stability, it is clear that the 
great powers must somehow or other work together. 
If they try to do this on their own secretly, there 
will almost certainly be trouble with the rest of the 
world. If they do it in the United Nations through 
the authority of the Security Council, the problem 
is more soluble. 

5. Even if this is optimistic, and the great clash 
between the communist bloc and the noncommunist 
world continues with at least its present intensity, it 
is just as well to have some institution where the 
countries of both blocs can come together, can get 
used to talking to and seeing each other, and per¬ 
haps from that begin to understand each other. 
Such an institution does make it possible for any 
change in policy on the Soviet side to be followed 
up quickly. One can say in relation to both these 
last points that it is highly desirable that nations 
should be obliged to confront each other not in 
secret (though private talks are sometimes appro¬ 
priate), but with other nations present, and where 
they are exposed to the pressures of world opinion. 
These pressures can and do produce some results. 
It is difficult to prove beyond a doubt die value of 
this, or that a particular setdement could not have 
been reached without the intervention of the United 



THE CHALLENGE OF COEXISTENCE 


3 ^ 

Nations. Yet one can say that it did exercise an in¬ 
fluence on several occasions in the last decade — in 
the ending of the Berlin Blockade, the granting of 
independence to Syria and Lebanon, and the settle¬ 
ment of die Indonesian question, to mention only a 
few instances. 

6. We should not neglect or overlook the nonpoliti¬ 
cal agencies. I have not time to speak about them 
here, but quite apart from the value of their work 
in itself, the fact that they involve joint action in, 
for instance, the economic sphere is itself likely to 
have political advantages. For one tiring, this avoids 
introducing power relationships into such questions 
as technical or economic aid. A technical agency 
may also acquire a sufficiently good reputation to 
pave the way for political intervention, for example, 
in the Middle East. 

7. Finally, the United Nations can sometimes pro¬ 
vide a piece of machinery, an international device 
for settling difficult issues, which simply by reason 
of the fact that it is inherent in and belongs to the 
United Nations has special advantages. This is obvi¬ 
ously true of the international force which has re¬ 
cently been formed for the Middle East; it is also 
true of the observers under General Burns, even if 
they were not really adequate to deal with the Arab- 
Israel border problem. It is true of the commissions 
and commissioners who have been appointed for 
various jobs. It is true of the relief organizations 
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operating in various parts of the world. And it may 
be that in the future the United Nations will be 
asked for a lime to administer directly certain dis¬ 
puted territories. The conditions for this are not often 
present. And in a sense the whole notion may be at 
variance with the idea of independence and self- 
government which we generally accept. Yet I can¬ 
not but feel that if some experiments of this kind 
could be successfully carried out they might be of 
great value. The proposal which comes to one’s 
mind at the moment is of course that of the United 
Nations Organization taking over the Gaza Strip and 
perhaps a corridor running from there to the Gulf 
of Aqaba. 

It remains for me to say something about the other 
weaknesses of the Charter, to which I referred ear¬ 
lier: the failure to deal with civil wrongs, to provide 
for peaceful change, to allow the country threatened 
with swift extermination to take any preventive ac¬ 
tion. In theory these drawbacks seem very serious, 
but I doubt if in practice we need regard them as 
fatal. For in practice tire wronged parly is generally 
able to bring other pressures to bear, short of war-, 
which eventually mitigate the wrong, even if they 
do not wholly put it right. For instance, Great Brit¬ 
ain might well have claimed that she sufEered a civil 
wrong from Persia when the Anglo-Iranian Oil Com¬ 
pany agreennml was lorn up. She did not resort to 
force, and after three years of stalemate an agree- 
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mcnl by no means unsatisfactory to Great Britain 
was reached. 

In the case of the Suez Canal, if there had been a 
little more patience I believe that an agreement 
could have been reached with Egypt which would 
has e gi\cn the canal users what they wanted with¬ 
out infringing upon the sovereignty of Egypt — an 
agreement, in short, on the lines of the six principles 
laid down by the Security Council. This would 
have been done without the use of force, ft is sig¬ 
nificant that the vast majority of the canal users look 
this view, 

The greatest difficulties emerge when a small 
country is subject to Lhrcals or has suffered civil 
wrongs from larger countries. Here, all one can say 
is that a very great responsibility then rests upon 
the great powers. The case of Israel comes to mind 
at once. If, in the face of Arab threats, the Tripartite 
Declaration Powers had both allowed Israel to pur¬ 
chase tire arms she wanted earlier, and, while warn¬ 
ing her against attacking on her own, given really 
convincing proofs of their intention to go to her 
aid if she were attacked, it is unlikely that the recent 
war in the Middle East would ever have taken place, 
in this sense, it was undoubtedly as much a failure 
of France, Britain, and America as anything else. 

I am in no way attempting to belittle the impor¬ 
tance of these disputes which the Dialed Nations has 
not been able to settle. But 1 am claiming that in 
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practice most of them can be dealt with eventually 
without resort to war. The results may not constitute 
ideal justice, but they may also be better than any 
achieved through force — quite apart from the dan¬ 
gers and horrors of resort to war. I must, however, 
underline the need for the more powerful nations to 
Lake the lead in such cases in order to bring about 
just settlements. Sometimes it may be best to give 
the lead through the United Nations, by proposing 
and supporting action by them. If world opinion is 
strong and nearly unanimous, conditions for this 
will be favorable. Sometimes it may be more con¬ 
venient to try to settle a dispute directly. Sometimes 
the problem is one of mediation; sometimes it is 
necessary to develop strong pressures which fall 
short of war. There is no point in attempting to gen¬ 
eralize. 

I have earlier expressed doubts regarding some of 
the proposed reforms of the United Nations. But I 
must put in a plea for one change — in the constitu¬ 
tion of the Security Council. The Council is at pres¬ 
ent based on the situation existing after the end of 
the Second World War. But since then a great deal 
has happened. Quite apart from the change in the 
government of China, there is tire rise, to which I 
have already referred, of the uncommitted areas — 
in particular’, the increasing influence and impor¬ 
tance of India — and also the recovery of the de¬ 
feated countries, Germany and Japan. If we wish the 
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Security Council to reflect reality, its membership 
will some day have to be altered. 

Both parties in Biitain have long taken the view 
that the continued presence of Nationalist China in 
the Security Council was an absurdity and that there 
was no logical reason for refusing to allow Com¬ 
munist China to take her place. Some of you may 
argue that this concession should not be made with¬ 
out attempting to secure some substantial settlement 
in exchange. I am not myself convinced of this, be¬ 
cause I do not look on membership as a reward for 
good behavior. I believe the Chinese Communist 
government should be allowed to lake its place be¬ 
cause it is the government of China and because I 
tlrink there is more chance of die United Nations’ 
functioning effectively when it does. True, it would 
give the communist bloc one more vote in the As¬ 
sembly, and it would mean that two instead of one 
votes would be used on occasion to prevent unanim¬ 
ity in the Security Council. These arguments seem 
to me outweighed by those on the other side. 

This, however, is not the only change which 
should be made. I have already referred to die posi¬ 
tion of India. When the charter was drawn up India 
was still a British dominion, without independence. 
Now she is in a very different position; she could 
on grounds of population alone stake a most power¬ 
ful claim for being a permanent member of the Se¬ 
curity Council. It might therefore be possible to ac- 
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cept Communist China and to make India a per¬ 
manent member of the Council at the same time. 

There is also the question of the defeated coun¬ 
tries. Both. Germany and Japan have claims to 
permanent membership, Japan already, and Ger¬ 
many when reunification has taken place if not be¬ 
fore. 

But although I would regard a reform of the Secu¬ 
rity Council on these lines as desirable, let no one 
imagine that a change of machinery is the most 
vital one for the future of the United Nations. This 
will depend ultimately on the wisdom, patience, hon¬ 
esty, and skill of the leading democratic powers. If 
they are prepared to give full support in their own 
conduct to the Charter, to give wise and courageous 
leadership in the Security Council and the Assembly 
— recognizing both the limitations and the possibili¬ 
ties of the organization — striving where possible to 
improve its prestige and effectiveness, then the 
United Nations will, I am convinced, play an increas¬ 
ingly important and valuable role in world affairs. 
It needs for the moment, and probably will need for 
a long time, to be supplemented by other interna¬ 
tional institutions to provide for collective defense 
against possible aggression under Article 51. NATO 
is the outstanding example of such an institution. I 
shall begin my next lecture by examining how it has 
fared and what part it also has to play in meeting 
the challenge of coexistence. 




II 

Coexistence 
in Europe 

It follows from the argument of 
my first lecture that the character of the United 
Nations almost encourages collective defense pacts 
between countries which feel themselves to be 
threatened, since there is no clear guarantee that 
the United Nations itself will provide the necessary 
security. This is particularly the case if there is 
serious conflict between the great powers and a real 
danger of aggression. Some distinguished states¬ 
men— notably Pandit Nehru — have criticized de¬ 
fense pacts on the ground that they divide tire world 
into blocs and lead to countermeasures on the other 
side. This seems to me to confuse cause and effect. 
It was only because of the threat of aggression from 
an already existing communist bloc that the democ¬ 
racies decided to organize collective defense. 
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Moreover, the need for such pacts arises partly 
from the existence of a number of relatively small 
democratic countries which, unlike the satellite com¬ 
munist stales, have retained their independence. 
NATO is both more of a necessity and more of a 
reality than the Warsaw Pact, which only formalizes 
an already existing situation. 

In effect, what such pacts do is to try to preserve 
the balance of power. To the more idealistic concep¬ 
tion of how peace should be preserved, as enshrined 
in the charter, there has to be attached as a kind of 
supplement the realistic method often adopted in the 
past. For my part I have never looked on the bal¬ 
ance of power as an evil thing which is itself the 
cause of war. The balance of power is simply an 
attempt to ensure that no one power or group of 
powers occupies such a dominating position that the 
temptation to indulge in aggressive war against 
others is overwhelming. If the balance is there, runs 
the doctrine, then it will provide a deterrent against 
attack. 

No one will deny that in these postwar years there 
has been serious conflict between the great powers 
and at times danger of aggression. The complete de¬ 
feat of Germany meant that Russia was bound to 
be by far the greatest power in Europe — indeed, 
that even a combination of the other European pow¬ 
ers could not hope to prevail against her. Her ad¬ 
vance into Europe at the end of the war was fol- 
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lowed by tough cold war tactics and by a series 
of aggiessive moves, designed, while llueatening 
the democracies, to strengthen her own strategic 
position. The dispute with Peisia in 1946, the attempt 
to secure power in Greece, the successful coup d^ctat 
in Czechoslovakia, the attempt to starve West Berlin 
into submission, and, finally, the boycott of Yugo¬ 
slavia, combined at limes with military threats — all 
these were part of Stalin’s policy. The final move was 
the attack on South Korea in 1950 — the only one 
which led Lo definite fighting, and which, perhaps for 
that reason, had the most decisive influence upon the 
West 

Moreover, while all these steps were taken, the 
Soviet Union was adamantly refusing to come to 
terms on virtually any of the outstanding problems 
left over at the end of the war, and was also main¬ 
taining her armed forces at a level far above that 
to which the Western powers had reduced theirs. 

That Russia, so powerful in Europe and with such 
obviously aggressive intentions, did not succeed in 
imposing its will upon the West was surely due to 
the fact that the United States alone in the early 
postwar years possessed the atom bomb, and was 
prepared, if need be, to use it. It is possible that, 
even apart from this, Russia’s ambitions might have 
been embed or sated and that she would not have 
attempted lo push farther west, but one can hardly 
feci any conviction on the point. 
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Why was it, however, if in the years 1945 to 1949, 
without NATO, without rearmament, Russia was 
held at bay by the atom bomb, that this was not 
thought sufficient in the years which followed? I do 
not recall that at the time any very clear answer was 
given to this question — if indeed the question was 
then clearly put. The answers I shall give now may 
therefore be partly rationalizations. But I would say, 
first, that there was always the possibility, which be¬ 
came a certainty, that Russia would herself develop 
the production of atom and, later, hydrogen bombs. 
Once she had done this the bombs would balance 
each other out and there would be a stalemate; the 
United States would be loath to use these fearful 
weapons first, lest she be faced with retaliation from 
Russia. But this led to the danger that Stalin, having, 
so to speak, canceled out the nuclear weapons, might 
use conventional forces, in which the Russians had a 
decided advantage. Thus it became necessary for the 
Western democracies to develop their own conven¬ 
tional defenses. 

Secondly, even if nuclear weapons were going 
to be used in defense against Soviet attack — and 
opinion moved later more and more to this assump¬ 
tion — conventional forces were needed to provide 
time. 

The third reason was that, as Soviet pressure in¬ 
creased, the need for Western Europe to be certain 
of United States backing grew stronger. It was 
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needed to boost their morale and as a counterblast 
to tbe most effective of all communist propaganda 
— tbe notion tbat sooner or later Russia would win. 
We all know the story, which illustrates the defeat¬ 
ism in Western Europe in the late 1940’s, of the 
man who asked his friend what he was going to 
do in the next war. “Join the resistance movement,” 
was the reply. 

NATO was formed in 1949 and it was followed 
after the Korean War by the adoption of rearm¬ 
ament programs both in the United States and in 
Western Europe; and, at the end of 1950, when the 
situation in Europe appeared to be most dangerous, 
by the commitment on the part of the United States 
to maintain forces in Europe, on the condition that 
the Allied forces must include substantial German 
contingents — which in turn meant the rearmament 
of Germany. 

In view of criticisms which I shall shortly develop, 
let me place on record certain facts about NATO. 
First, it was and still is a real alliance. Since his¬ 
tory is strewn with the wreckages of unreal alliances, 
it is as well to emphasize this. It is not a paper pact. 
Nobody doubts that under certain conditions it 
would operate. It has a mili tary headquarters of its 
own and an Allied Command in existence today. 

Secondly, the presence of United States troops 
in Europe is also a reality: since this is the first oc¬ 
casion that such a commitment has been accepted 
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in peacetime by America, it has special significance. 
Thirdly, the members of NATO are countries which 
have a great deal in common. They have, most of 
them, or the most powerful of them, been allies in 
two world wars. Some of them share a common lan¬ 
guage. To a large extent they enjoy a common civil¬ 
ization and at least similar political institutions. 

Fourthly, NATO is a purely defensive alliance — 
designed to be effective in relation to clearly defined 
frontiers. There can be few alliances which have 
been quite so specific. 

Fifthly, in a limited field it has been highly suc¬ 
cessful. A very large number of airfields have been 
built and an elaborate radar structure to detect the 
proximity of enemy aircraft. 

Finally, as a result of these various things, NATO 
has made resistance to aggression certain. It is doubt¬ 
ful if without it the Russians would have been con¬ 
vinced of immediate American intervention — inter¬ 
vention in time to prevent victory for the aggressors. 

The building up of NATO has also been accom¬ 
panied by a considerable strengthening of other ties 
between America and Europe, wi thin Europe itself, 
and between Britain and Europe. There are the 
O.E.E.C., the Council of Europe, the Coal and Steel 
Community, and now the Euratom project. More¬ 
over, partly arising out of O.E.E.C., there is now the 
suggestion of a common market for some countries 
and a free trade area for many more. 



COEXISTENCE IN EUROPE 45 

The European movement may not have made as 
much headway as its supporters desired, but it has 
certainly achieved some change in outlook. The 
European people today feel closer to one another 
than ever before. This would probably not have hap¬ 
pened without the basic Atlantic Alliance — NATO. 

Having said all that, however, I must now draw 
attention to a number of weaknesses in this key or¬ 
ganization. 

First, on the purely military plane. Although the 
rearmament plans of the West involved substantial 
increases in conventional forces, it was never the in¬ 
tention that they would be able to match Russian 
manpower precisely. The rearmament programs in 
the West did not aim so high. A smaller force, it was 
decided, would be sufficient for a purely deterrent 
purpose. The idea was to have enough ground troops 
to make it impossible for the Russians to win a sur¬ 
prise blitzkrieg — enough troops to resist at least for 
a sufficient time before the heavier weapons — first 
the atom, and then the hydrogen, bomb — could be 
brought into use. With this end in view, it was de¬ 
cided in 195a that the West should aim at some 
85 divisions. 

As a cold fact, the West has never been in sight 
of this target. 

It is true that the target itself was not maintained 
for very long. Development of tactical nuclear weap¬ 
ons reduced the need for man power; and, although 
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these weapons arc scarcely available today, the 
NATO Command appears to have reduced its re¬ 
quirements from 85 divisions to 30, of which 12 are 
to be provided by Germany. If there is a clear target 
today, this is it. 

We appear, however, to be almost as far from this 
target as from tire earlier one. France has removed 
most ol the troops which she should have had in 
Europe to North Africa, where she is employing 
an army of some 400,000 men to protect the French 
settlers and put down the Arab rebellion. Germany 
has been very slow in providing her contingents and 
has herself, on her own initiative, reduced her man¬ 
power figure from 500,000 to 300,000 men. At the 
same time, the United Kingdom and the United 
States, who have provided the contingents required 
from them — four and five divisions — are now 
speaking of reducing them. In the light of all this, it 
seems improbable that General Norstad could muster 
today much more than half the 30 divisions re¬ 
garded by his predecessor as necessary. 

I must emphasize again that the 30 divisions, and 
therefore, presumably, still more the 15 divisions or 
whatever is available, are supposed to be provided 
with nuclear tactical weapons. But in this nuclear 
field, the position can only be described as decidedly 
confused. 

First, so far as the ultimate weapon is concerned 
— the deterrent, the hydrogen bomb — only the 
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United States at present possesses this. It is entirely 
in its hands as to whether the bomb shoidd or should 
not be used. It would be a fearful decision to take 
in the face of an attack with conventional forces, 
however powerful, because of the horrific effects of 
the bomb and the virtual certainty of retaliation 
not only on Europe but on America also. It would 
be understandable if the United States hesitated, 
even though this meant the defeat of land forces 
in Europe. At any rate. Western Europe could not 
be sure. Precisely because the decision on this re¬ 
mains a matter for the United States, precisely be¬ 
cause there are inevitable doubts as to when and 
whether the decision to threaten to use the bomb 
would be taken, the United Kingdom has felt obliged 
at vast expenditure to manufacture the hydrogen 
bomb herself. It may be that there was no alternative, 
that the idea of any common control over the use of 
this fearful weapon was utopian; but if so a very 
great additional strain was placed upon the resources 
of the Western democracies. 

Quite apart from difficulties over the hydrogen 
bomb, it is not absolutely certain that tactical 
nuclear weapons will really be available. Recently, 
the United States Congress has agreed that the 
forces of NATO shall receive the weapons them¬ 
selves from the United Slates, but not the actual war¬ 
heads. These, presumably, are to remain under the 
control of the American army. 
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Once again, therefore, doubts arise about how far 
the Allied forces arc going to be properly equipped. 
Once again, this would not matter if when the lime 
came there was certainty about the decision of the 
United States. But can there be such certainty? Al¬ 
though it may seem probable that the President or 
Congress would be more likely to give permission for 
the warheads to he fitted to the atomic shells than 
for the actual use of the hydrogen bomb, some will 
argue, nevertheless, that the use of nuclear tactical 
weapons will only be the first step down a slippery 
slope which will end with the H-bomb. Those who 
argue thus might exercise sufficient influence to para¬ 
lyze the whole of the Western force. If the Russians 
think that this is likely to happen, then the deterrent 
effect of NATO will have become negligible. 

I can give a ready illustration of the point. When 
the Russian tanks recently moved into Hungary, there 
was a short period during which Austria appeared to 
be threatened. There were stories of several armored 
divisions moving to the Austrian frontier. Supposing 
that, in fact, the Russians had decided to pick a 
quarrel with Austria over, say, the escape of refu¬ 
gees, and had advanced across the border. What 
would the West have done? Would the United States 
have been prepared to threaten the use of the 
H-bomb or even of tactical atomic weapons? If not, 
what conventional forces could have been made 
avail") hie? 
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There is another problem ahead. There is no doubt 
whatever that within Lhe next few years there will 
be developed what is known as the intercontinental 
ballistic missile — rockets, fitted with nuclear war¬ 
heads, to travel thousands of miles at fantastic 
speeds. When such weapons have been manufac¬ 
tured, a new military tactical situation will emerge. 

At present, the United States has a direct mili¬ 
tary need for Western Europe, because some of the 
bases from which bombers can take off with the 
H-bombs are located there. Although recent develop¬ 
ments have made possible direct flights from the 
United States to Russia and back, yet bases in 
Europe are also required, in the event of Soviet ag¬ 
gression, to bring to bear on Russia the greatest 
possible variety in counterattack. It is thought de¬ 
sirable in this event to have as many different 
bombers as possible attacking from different direc¬ 
tions. 

Suppose, however, that the bases are no longer 
necessary because of the development of the inter¬ 
continental ballistic missile? What, then, will be the 
attitude of the United States to Europe? Will she 
still desire the alliance as before? Will it still matter 
to her whether Europe remains free or is dominated 
by communism? I have little doubt about the answer. 
I have always held that United States policy was not 
determined so much as some people think by self- 
interest alone, T believe that the sentimental ties 
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between Western Europe and the United States are 
so powerful that no American government would 
really sacrifice Europe to such a fate. 

But since the intercontinental ballistic missile is 
only a more effective carrier for a nuclear or thermo¬ 
nuclear bomb, exactly the same queiies arise about 
the threat to use it as with the hydrogen bomb. If 
the United States is the only NATO power to pos¬ 
sess this weapon, how can the other members be 
sure it will be used in defense of Europe? Inevitable 
though they may be, these uncertainties about the 
use of nuclear weapons have a decidedly unsettling 
effect upon NATO and its members. 

The plain fact, then, is that all that exists in the 
way of Western defenses in Europe today is a trip 
wire, with no absolute certainty of exactly what the 
trip wire would set off. One can hardly describe that 
as a very impressive achievement, particularly in 
view of the remarkably fine qualities of the mili¬ 
tary commanders at SHAPE. 

To be sure, the circumstances have been made 
extraordinarily difficult by the technical develop¬ 
ments and the difficulty of working out sufficiently 
quickly the full military implications of these. But 
I fear this is not the whole story. 

We have witnessed in recent years in NATO the 
familiar processes of democracy when the danger of 
aggression is not so clear. One country after another 
has sought to proclaim that it was doing more than 
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any of the other Allies in relation to its capabilities. 
One country after another has proposed to cut 
down on defense. One country after another has 
pleaded obligations elsewhere. 

It is a characteristic of democracy that people 
are free to express their preferences. And their 
preferences are, naturally, for a better time, more 
leisure, lower taxes, and all the other good tilings 
of life. Unless they see an absolute necessity for 
making sacrifices, they will not be disposed to do 
so, and a political party which ignores these human 
inclinations will find it hard to win sufficient votes. 
That is the background to these last few years. The 
truth is that, unless a positive effort is made to 
avoid this kind of thing, it will always happen. 

I am not saying that anything very disastrous has 
in fact occurred. It is possible that other changes 
have brought greater security'. But it would be far 
better if a reduction in military effort were the result 
of deliberate policy decisions, collectively taken, 
rather than a by-product of the slow decline in the 
unity of the Affiance. 

I myself believe that these consequences could 
have been avoided if at the beginning it had been 
settled that there should be a common defense plan, 
and agreement among the member countries on just 
how it should be fulfilled, both financially and mate¬ 
rially. This was what we contemplated in the early 
days of NATO and of rearmament. It was just such 
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a conception that we were working on at the NATO 
Conference at Ottawa in 1951. It was never carried 
out. Partly, no doubt, it was disturbed by the nuclear 
developments to which I have referred. Partly, it 
was affected by the change in Russian tactics. Partly, 
I am afraid, it was due to the break in continuity 
resulting from governmental changes in different 
democratic countries and the subsequent failure to 
maintain the 61 an of the alliance. 

Perhaps, too, behind all this lies something more 
fundamental. Can we really envisage an effective 
military defense unless the countries concerned oper¬ 
ate what amounts to a common foreign policy? If 
they do not, the centrifugal tendencies are likely in 
time to be overwhelming. 

This brings me to a second weakness of NATO. 
The greatest strain upon relations between the 
NATO countries has arisen not so much from prob¬ 
lems within the strict NATO area—Europe — but 
from problems thrown up outside. It is one of the 
characteristics of the NATO Alliance that many 
members of it have non-European interests. And 
these non-European interests are by no means held in 
common. Even if, in other parts of the world, Amer¬ 
ica, Britain, and France do desire jointly to resist 
communist expansion, they sometimes form very 
different judgments about the way in which such 
resistance should be conducted. 

Let me illustrate this point. The Korean War, 
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although Involving joint action — an allied com¬ 
mand, a common front in Korea itself — in fact 
imposed a severe strain on European Atlantic rela¬ 
tions. This was due more than anything else to 
the difference in the burden carried. For America, 
the Korean War was very much a real war. The 
casualties were heavy and affected almost every 
town in the country. In Britain — and, still more, in 
other countries in Europe — it was a far-away police 
action in which veiy limited forces were involved — 
a far-away police action of the kind, incidentally, to 
which European countries, far more than the United 
Slates, were accustomed in their history. 

I have often thought that the impact would have 
been very different if Europe had provided more 
contingents in Korea, and America more contingents 
in Europe or, indeed, in other parts of tire world; but 
the degree of co-operation between the members of 
the Alliance was not such as to make this possible. 

There were also other irritants. There was the dif¬ 
ference of attitude to Communist China reflected in 
the different rules applied about trading with China, 
and the difficult question of Formosa and the off¬ 
shore islands. It was no doubt inevitable that the 
United States attitude to some of these problems 
should be different from that of Europe, yet one 
cannot but feel that too little effort was made to 
bring about a common understanding. 

Another illustration of the impact upon NATO of 
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developments outside the NATO area is North 
Africa. Undoubtedly, the campaign there has done 
much harm to relations between France and America 
and to some extent France and Britain. There is 
the sheer military burden imposed upon France 
and the fact that in consequence she has had to re¬ 
duce forces in Europe by such a substantial amount. 
And behind this there is the fear or suspicion in 
France that the United States really sides with the 
Arabs. I have even heard a Frenchman say that he 
believed that the United States was behind the 
whole revolt because it wished to take over North 
Africal 

As for the United Kingdom, she too has her out¬ 
side interests which have damaged good relations 
in NATO. I need hardly underline this now, in view 
of recent events. Quite apart from tire Middle East, 
the situation in Cyprus has caused very grave fric¬ 
tion in NATO between Turkey and Greece, and also 
had some impact on relations between Britain and 
the United States. 

The trouble in all these cases is that there has been 
no common pob'ey and almost no effort to create one. 
Each of the countries concerned decides for itself in 
areas outside Europe, and in deciding for itself 
sometimes finds that it is in conflict with another 
NATO country. 

Moreover, these external problems have a military 
impact. They have a bearing on what each country 
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feels it can do as a fair share of the arms burden in 
Europe. Each country wants to nm on its own its 
policy in other parts of the world, but to claim credit 
or help for this when it comes to deciding its obliga¬ 
tions to NATO. 

The third weakness of NATO is in European 
policy itself. It is associated with the problem of 
Germany. Just as America in Korea, France in 
North Africa, and Britain in the Middle East have 
interests which are thought to be not identical 
with the interests of other NATO countries, so Ger¬ 
many has her analogous problem of reunification. 
Here, too, there has been a deep and fundamental 
difference of outlook. To Western Germany, reuni¬ 
fication is of vital concern. It is a subject upon which 
most Germans feel very deeply. But this desire for 
reunification is not shared to the same extent by the 
peoples of other NATO countries, particularly those 
who have suffered in the past from German inva¬ 
sion. Some of them feel that perhaps it is as well 
that Germany should remain weak and divided. On 
the whole, one can perhaps be thankful that these 
divergencies have not caused more trouble, and per¬ 
haps this itself is something of a tribute to NATO. 

Be that as it may, nobody can really say that the 
German problem is in a satisfactory condition at 
present. Despite the decisions on rearmament and 
her membership of NATO, Germany is even now not 
really fully integrated into the West. She has a 
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natural reluctance to involve herself in the burden 
of rearmament, which to some people may even seem 
praiseworthy in view of her past hisloryl She sees 
that membership of NATO and the decision to re¬ 
arm have not apparently brought reunification any 
neaiei, although this was the claim always made by 
the Ccrman chancellor. She sees that NATO itself is 
not so powerful as at one time was expected. She 
knows well that the NATO contingents, even with 
her own limited forces, will be little more than a trip 
wire. She is not convinced that German soil is going 
to be defended to the end. She feels, on the contrary, 
that, as things are, it is likely to be abandoned in the 
earl)' stages of any conflict with Russia. It is hardly 
surprising in all these circumstances, and bearing in 
mind the intense feeling about reunification, that the 
German people from time to lime turn to the pos¬ 
sibility of a different pattern of relationships, to the 
possibility of some agreement which Germany might 
make on her own with Russia. 

We must conclude, then, that, at any rate in con¬ 
ventional forces and readiness for immediate action, 
NATO is still militarily weak, that its members have 
been distracted and divided by a series of events in 
other parts of the world, and that even in Europe 
itself the central political problem of Germany re¬ 
mains unsolved. 

Happily, however, if the West has its problems 
and troubles, so also has the Soviet Union. We 
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have to thank the incredible heroism of the Hun¬ 
garians, and the firm courago of the Poles, for bring¬ 
ing this home to us in the lasl few months. 

Let us not underestimate the enormous significance 
of what they have done. They have thrown a most 
vivid light, now apparent to the rest of the world, 
upon the real feelings of the peoples of the satellite 
countries; they have set an example Lo these peoples 
of resistance to the armed might of Russia which will 
surely never be forgotten; they have shown that the 
rule of the communist puppet governments is only 
kept in being by the tanks and artillery of the Soviet 
army. They have, by their amazingly prolonged re¬ 
sistance, forced the Russian government to take 
action which has discredited the communist parties 
and communist propaganda everywhere else in the 
world. 

Finally, these events have lifted from our hearts 
and minds a terrible burden of depression which had 
settled there — the feeling that there was no hope, no 
chance of effective resistance by a people against a 
modern totalitarian dictatorsliip — the feeling indeed 
that the combination of indoctrination and terror was 
so powerful that in time it would produce a robot¬ 
like race in whom the desire for freedom itself had 
died. How wrong we were! And how exhilarating to 
find that in the very section of the community most 
completely exposed to the communist monopoly of 
education and propaganda — the younger genera- 
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lion — opposition to the regime and to communist 
values is strongest! 

Why did the levolt take place? Apart from the 
general background described in my first lecture, it 
seems clear that the revolutionary movements, both 
in Poland and in Hungary, really spiang lrom three 
sources. First, they were a spontaneous protest 
against the almost intolerable economic conditions 
prevailing hi both countries. To this extent, they 
were the result of a very foolish economic policy 
adopted by the Soviet Union, a policy of extreme ex¬ 
ploitation, which may have brought temporary di¬ 
rect benefit to the people of Russia but which pro¬ 
duced great strains and stresses in the exploited 
countries. 

Secondly, the revolutions were a protest against 
political repression. No doubt this is what particu¬ 
larly influenced the intelligentsia, which in both 
countries, but particularly in Hungary, appears 
to have played a leading part in the revolution. 
Thirdly, of course, these movements were strongly 
nationalist and directed against Russian domination 
over their countries because it was foreign. 

I do not propose to discuss the issue of whether or 
not we should have intervened with armed force on 
the side of Hungary. Everybody, I think, knows the 
answer. Quite apart from the physical difficulties 
owing to the neutralization of Austria, any attempt to 
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do so would have involved a pretly serious risk of a 
third world war. 

It may be said, “Was not that a risk for Russia as 
well?” That is true, but the question of whether you 
are prepared to take a risk of that kind does not only 
turn on your cool calculation of what the other coun¬ 
try is going to do: it also turns on how far your 
mind is prepared to treat the whole situation as one 
in which you are prepared to stake everything. 

The plain fact is that, in our defense planning and 
its political framework, we did not envisage such a 
situation developing out of a rising behind the Iron 
Curtain. Our flash points were such events as the 
blockade of Berlin, the threat to Yugoslavia, and 
always the possibility of Russian troops advancing 
directly into Western Germany. But for us to take 
the initiative in breaking through the Iron Curtain 
to help people on the other side of it was a prospect 
for which we had never really provided. 

Faced with the new situation, what will the Rus¬ 
sians do? It seems clear that, so far at any rate, they 
are deter min ed to try to retain these countries as 
political satellites. They are probably prepared, in 
order to achieve this aim , to improve economic con¬ 
ditions and up to a point to introduce more lib¬ 
eral political measures. The question, however, is 
whether these policies are capable of producing a 
new stability. 
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Undoubtedly, economic improvement would make 
a considerable difference; we should not underesti¬ 
mate its effect. On the other hand, greater political 
freedom generally leads to demands for still more 
freedom; and if at the same time the Russians at¬ 
tempt to hold these countries veiy much under then- 
own control, they will only fan the flames of national¬ 
ism further. 

I do not pretend to be in the least certain about 
this. I do not think it likely that the Russians can re¬ 
turn to pure Stalinist tactics, partly because there 
is no Stalin in Russia today and partly because the 
movement away from this, not only in the satellite 
states but in Russia itself, has already become too 
powerful. It is, perhaps, conceivable that a new mili¬ 
tary dictatorship could be set up, but I doubt if 
in the satellite counties it would have a sufficient 
local basis to give it any degree of stability. It is 
clear that the Russians cannot rely on the armies 
of these counties against the local inhabitants. 
It is possible that in the case of Poland, as in 
Yugoslavia, some form of national communism may 
survive. But on the whole I think it most likely 
that the movement of opinion both within the 
satellite states and Russia will continue to create an 
unstable and fluid situation. On that assumption, 
what kind of policy should we try to follow in 
Eiuope? 

First of all, as regards Germany, it is surely clear 
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that the present situation cannot be allowed to con¬ 
tinue indefinitely. In Germany itself, there is every 
prospect that after the next election there will be a 
change of government in some form and dial the 
new government will be expected either to persuade 
its Western allies to put forward new initiatives or 
itself to instigate direct talks with Russia on the 
problem of reunification. 

But, secondly, as has recendy been pointed out by 
the German foreign minister, there is the question of 
what will happen if a rising takes place in East Ger¬ 
many. In 1953, West Germany had no armed forces. 
But it will soon have some. It will not be easy to 
prevent their going to the help of their compatriots 
in East Germany if anything like a Hungarian rising 
occurs there. Yet if this were to happen, all Europe 
might be faced with a highly dangerous situation; 
for it is most unlikely that the Russians would be 
prepared to stand aside. If they intervened, then 
exactly what would be the attitude of Germany’s 
allies in NATO? 

The aims of the West in this situation are obvious 
enough. We wish to see the satellite states regain 
their freedom widiout war or any serious conse¬ 
quential risk of a future war. 

But what of the Russian oudook? It is as well to 
try and understand this, since a peaceful solution 
must ultimately depend on the willingness of Russia 
to mal'e terms wiLh us. There is litde doubt diat 
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Russia would be glad to avoid the dangerous posi¬ 
tion created by a rising in East Germany and that it 
will try to prevent this by keeping a very tight hand 
on tlie Communist Par ty and the puppet government 
there. But the Russians may not find it so easy. In 
general they face a very grave dilemma in their 
policy toward the satellite slates. If they insist on 
rigid control over the local communist parties, they 
may create exactly the situations which have already 
developed in Poland and Hungary. If, on the other 
hand, they are content to give up their control, then 
they have no reliable instrument with which to assert 
themselves except the Soviet aimy. Therefore, for 
them as well as for the West a continuation of the 
present situation is not going to be at all easy. 

What change would they be prepared to contem¬ 
plate, and at what price? The key surely is security. 
They are probably not so worried about this as they 
were a few years ago. The development of nuclear 
weapons must have given them a great deal of 
confidence about any possible land attack from 
the West. For we may fairly assume that they will 
be much less inhibited in the use of such weap¬ 
ons in defense than tire West would be. 

If then they face the prospect of grave political 
trouble in the satellite states, if in any event they 
have to yield up much of the economic advantages 
they have gained from exploitation in recent years, 
if the strategic value of these territories has declined. 
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if in addition they could obtain some further conces¬ 
sions on security, is it not just conceivable that the 
Russians might be willing on their side to withdraw 
their forces from the satellite states? 

It seems to me that the prospect is at least worth 
exploring. And while governments must no doubt be 
very cautious in any public pronouncements on such 
a possibility, if only not to prejudice future negotia¬ 
tions, perhaps I might be allowed to exercise one of 
the privileges of opposition and pursue the matter 
further. 

The path to be followed seems to me an ex¬ 
tension of the Eden Plan put forward in 1955. It 
was at that time proposed that there should be a 
withdrawal of forces from the frontier between 
East and West Germany, leaving within Germany it¬ 
self a zone in which there were no foreign troops. 
Would it not be possible to extend die area of such a 
zone until it covered, say, the whole of Germany, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, and, if possi¬ 
ble, Romania and Bulgaria? 

The withdrawal could be a gradual one, taking 
place over a period of time. It would have to he 
subject to control, as would also the size and char¬ 
acter of whatever national forces it was agreed that 
the countries in question should possess. But here 
the latest proposals of the Russians themselves for a 
zone in which there would be both aerial and ground 
controls might be appropriately introduced. Indeed, 
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one could envisage the whole plan as forming part 
of a wider move toward a comprehensive disarma¬ 
ment agreement between the great powers. 

In the early stages it might be advisable to leave 
Lhe alliances unchanged. To begin with, both NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact might continue. But if foreign 
troops withdrew, it is doubtful whether this situa¬ 
tion could last long. Indeed, the Russians might 
refuse to contemplate the plan without neutralization 
on both sides from the start. They would assume, no 
doubt, that the satellite countries would prefer to be 
neutral, and they would therefore wish to ensure that 
Germany was neutral as well. I believe that this is a 
risk which we ought to take. 

I was myself never favorable to the idea of a 
neutralized Germany as the condition for reuni¬ 
fication alone. I believed that if a reunified Germany 
were neutralized and outside NATO, there was a 
real danger that in time the Russians would come to 
dominate her. One envisaged the Russian tanks sud¬ 
denly moving across the frontiers, and before long the 
whole of the territory under Soviet control. And 
there was the other danger of the communists stag¬ 
ing a coup cEeial internally while the West looked 
on impotent. I had little faith that the democracies 
would move quickly enough to prevent this. There 
was also the different, but equally sinister, possibil¬ 
ity — that Russia would make a deal with Germany 
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at the expense of Poland, as had happened in the 
past. 

But none of these dangers would be serious in a 
plan involving a much wider neutral bloc and the 
withdrawal of the Red Army to Russia. Moreover, 
the weakening of the Communist Party in Eastern 
and Central Europe would greatly reduce any risks 
of this kind. 

Finally, together with the pennanent controls on 
arms in these territories, there should be a multi¬ 
lateral European security plan, in which the various 
states in the neutral zone would have their territories 
guaranteed by the great powers as well as by each 
other. 

This brings me to one other matter which would 
have to be cleared up — the settlement of the fron¬ 
tiers of Germany and Poland. It seems most unlikely 
that any substantial change can be made in the 
existing frontiers. The populations have moved and 
settled down, and I do not believe that either the 
Poles or the Russians would agree to drastic revision. 
Both Dr. Carlo Schmidt and Mr. Brentano deserve 
much credit for their courage in facing this issue in 
recent speeches. I hope that the Germans them¬ 
selves would feel that the renunciation of claims to 
the pre-1945 territories would be a price worth pay¬ 
ing for reunification and the freedom of the satellite 
countries. 
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Finally, I must underline that in any plan of this 
kind American troops should stay in Europe — in 
the Low Countries, in France, and in Britain. In 
shoit, NATO should not retreat farther back than 
the frontiers of Germany. 

I should be the first to recognize that any such 
plan as I have outlined could only be brought about 
as a result of very long negotiations and subject to 
a great deal of modification. The first stage would 
be for the Western powers to try to reach agreement 
on it themselves. As an outsider, one can only put 
forward these ideas in very general terms. Indeed, 
it would be foolish to try to be too specific. But it 
seems to me, apart from anything else, that we owe 
it to the peoples of the satellite countries at least to 
examine what can be done to win freedom for them 
by diplomatic means. 

There is one further subject to which I must pay 
some attention in this lecture: European unity. 
Wherever I go in America, I am asked by American 
friends about the attitude of Britain toward Euro¬ 
pean unity. Recent events have given a new empha¬ 
sis to this subject. 

The United Kingdom is, of course, fully committed 
militarily to the defense of Western Europe. I do not 
think that even if there were to be a withdrawal of 
the United States from Europe, this would affect our 
position. We are bound by the Paris Agreements of 
1954, and I am sure that any British government 
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would uphold them, Secondly, we play, and will 
continue to play, a large part in intergovernmental 
organizations such as the O.E.E.C. 

Thirdly, there is a strong consensus of opinion in 
Britain in favor of our joining the proposed free trade 
area — subject to various safeguards — though not 
the so-called “common market,” which the six inner 
countries seem likely to establish. Fourthly, we may 
very well be closely associated with other functional 
institutions, such as the proposed Euratom. 

Finally, there has been a considerable develop¬ 
ment of cultural and social ties between Britain and 
Europe since the war; many more British people go 
to Europe for holidays and there is rather more 
general sentiment in favor of closer association with 
the European peoples. 

Having said all this, however, I must emphasize 
the limits to any formal changes. It is most unlikely 
that any British government will seriously contem¬ 
plate joining a European political federation. There 
are deep and profound reasons for this. 

The United Kingdom, although part of Europe, 
is also still the center of the Commonwealth. It does 
half its trade with Commonwealth countries. The 
Commonwealth is something in which many of 
us have pride not because we are “imperialists” 
but for precisely the opposite reason. We are proud 
that out of a colonial empire there has been and is 
being developed an association of free, independent, 



68 THE CHALLENGE OF COEXISTENCE 

self-governing states, containing many different 
races, colors, and religions. We feel, particularly in 
my paily, that it is a valuable bridge between East 
and West. We should not like to weaken it in any 
way. 

There is also some anxiety lest a closer partici¬ 
pation in Europe might mean not only separating 
us from the Commonwealth but also linking us 
up positively with a group of countries some of 
winch seem to have rather different views from ours 
on colonial policy. There is no denying that some of 
the recent pleas in Britain for closer unity with 
Europe reflect irritation with what is supposed Lo 
be America’s lack of sympathy with our Middle East 
policy and our alleged “colonialism.” European gov¬ 
ernments, it is held, precisely because they have or 
have had colonies, appreciate our point of view bet¬ 
ter. I must emphasize that this is the outlook of a 
small section of our community only. Many of us 
take a very different view and are indeed deeply 
disturbed at the implications of such ideas. 

Secondly, we also feel that we have a special rela¬ 
tionship with the United Stales. We woidd not wish 
any closer ties with Europe to weaken our ties with 
you. Sometimes we are afraid that they might. And, 
candidly, the only way to give us that assurance is 
for the closer links with Europe to be forged only 
within a more closely knit Atlantic community. 
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We cannot help feeling that the military organi¬ 
zations in which wc have participated in Europe 
without America have been rather unsuccessful. 
The Brussels Pact, which preceded NATO, has been 
completely dwarfed by it. The Western European 
Union, heralded with much enlhusiasm at the time 
of the Paris Agreements, does not appear to have 
made any headway. 

Then there are quite reasonable doubts about 
what exactly is meant by Europe: where does it 
begin, and where does it end? If German reuni¬ 
fication is to be realized, will the reunified Germany 
be in any such federation? 

Nor are we greatly impressed with the idea, which 
should make little appeal to tire United States, that 
if we go into Europe we can with the other Euro¬ 
pean countries create a third force to hold the bal¬ 
ance between Russia and America. I prefer a com¬ 
ment made about this proposal some years ago that 
there was too much “third” and too little “force” 
about it! 

There are other reasons for hesitation. Some of 
the political systems in Western Europe are very 
different from our own. We are not accustomed 
to coalition governments; and a system of succes¬ 
sive coalitions, each of which lasts for a few months 
and then gives way to another, makes no appeal 
to us. It may be a small point, but it is the kind of 
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point which does impress politicians— and it will 
be the politicians who will make the ultimate de¬ 
cision. 

And don’t underrate the language problem. We 
are bad linguists! 

I realize that this may seem depressrngly nega¬ 
tive. But so many of my American friends have illu¬ 
sions about this matter that I thought I had better 
speak plainly. Do not misunderstand me. Wc are 
already more closely associated with Europe. The 
process will be carried further, I believe, in the 
economic field. But big political developments seem 
to me unlikely. For my part, while I should be ready 
to see us more closely associated with a more in¬ 
timate continental community, just as we are, for 
instance, in the steel and coal community, I should 
be reluctant for us to move any closer to this con¬ 
tinental community unless the United States moves 
along, too — even if, so to speak, it is further away 
from them than we are. I should prefer to sec any 
closer integration taking place within a more vital 
and more living Atlantic community. 

It is of course possible that opinion in Britain on 
these matters may change. If the commonwealth 
were to break up, if Canada were to throw in her 
lot wholly with the United States, and Australia and 
New Zealand as well, if the Asian members of the 
commonwealth were to go their own way — if, in 
short, we were left with nothing but little England, 
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then no doubt we should have a far greater incen¬ 
tive to join Europe. But do not, please, imagine that 
there is any desire for this in England now! All 
these things might conceivably happen to us, but 
they would be looked on by most people as a mis¬ 
fortune, not a blessing! 

And do not be misled by a certain amount of fool¬ 
ish prejudice which is to be observed in some quar¬ 
ters in Britain at the moment. There are people who 
are talking in terms of a third force because they are 
angry with America. There are people who are turn¬ 
ing to Europe because they feel that they have more 
sympathetic friends in Europe. But this is not likely 
to last. The idea will not appeal to any large body 
of supporters in the United Kingdom. Describe it, 
if you like, as post-Suez depression. I hope the de¬ 
pression will be over soon. 

In the meantime, to go back to where I began this 
lecture, so long as Russian policy remains funda¬ 
mentally aggressive, so long as there is no agreed and 
controlled disarmament, so long as the major prob¬ 
lems of the world are unsettled, we cannot afford 
to renounce NATO. 

But is is not enough to say that we stand by it. 
As 1 said earlier, there is an inevitable tendency 
among democracies for alliances to break up unless 
a positive effort is made to hold them together. 
We need to make that positive effort. I believe 
that this is a matter of understanding rather than 
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new machinery. The report of the three “Wise 
Men” is surely right. What we need is an under¬ 
standing that no member of NATO will take ac¬ 
tion on its own, in any part of tlie world, which 
affects other members of the alliance without con¬ 
sulting them. Consultation, of course, does noL mean 
obligation to agree. But it docs mean taking seriously 
what your friends say. It does mean making an effort 
to get agreement. I cannot, myself, see any possibil¬ 
ity of drawing a distinction on a geographical basis, 
so that we consult about one area and not about 
another. Things are too much mixed up for that. The 
shortage of oil in Europe is grim evidence of itl 

I do not think there is really any doubt about the 
feeling among the members of NATO regarding the 
Anglo-French action in the Middle East. There is no 
need to rake over the coals. I hope that what has 
happened may serve as a warning to all of us, and 
that, instead of other members of NATO following 
this example, there will be a revulsion against any¬ 
body doing anything of the kind again. 

In pleading for this closer unity, I am not saying 
that we should become tougher either in the military 
or political field. On tire contrary, I believe that, 
despite any superficial signs to the contrary, recent 
events do hold out the possibility that a more flexible 
foreign policy may be very fruitful. But this policy 
should be worked out by us together. Indeed, it is 
only on that basis that is likely to succeed. I do not 
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propose to discuss here the mechanical problems of 
co-operation. The essential point is surely that the 
representatives who sit in Paris should have the 
most intimate contact with and the full confidence 
of their governments. 

I profoundly hope that the United States will do 
all it can to encourage this closer co-operation be¬ 
tween the Atlantic countries. I realize that, at the 
moment, there are voices talking of different policies 
of a new line involving more distant rather than 
more intimate relations between America and 
Euiope, But since this new line is bound up with the 
relations between America and other parts of the 
world, I must leave any further thoughts about it 
until we have had a look at those other territories 
and the policies which might be adopted by the 
West in its relations with them. This is what I pro¬ 
pose to do in my third lecture. 




Ill 

The Uncommitted 
Areas 

HP 

_ i. he phrase "uncommitted are¬ 
as” is one which has come into frequent use recently. 
Tliere is no precise, generally accepted definition, 
but by it I mean noncommunist states in Asia and 
Africa not closely linked with the Western powers 
in militar y alliances. Inevitably, there are blurred 
edges. Iraq, Iran, and Pakistan are all borderline 
cases, although they are members of the Bagdad 
Pact. On the whole I count them among the uncom¬ 
mitted areas for the purposes of this lecture. Turkey, 
on the other hand, as a full member of NATO, I 
would definitely exclude. Japan is another borderline 
case. For the moment, I am inclined to exclude it on 
account of its close relationship with the United 
States, but it certainly could become an uncom¬ 
mitted area, even if it is not so already. On the 
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other hand, I would include most of the remaining 
colonial territories in Africa and Asia. Even though 
the governments are committed — being Western 
powers — the same can hardly be said of the peoples. 
It seems unlikely that many of them, when they 
obtain independence, will desire to be closely linked 
with the Western military alliances. 

By far the most important uncommitted nations are 
India and the Arab countries. Between them, they 
alone include some 450 million people. When one 
adds the other uncommitted states, we have a figure 
of about 600 million people — or a quarter of the 
world’s population. 

It would obviously be foolish to treat all these 
countries as though they were in exactly the same 
position. They have different problems, different 
backgrounds, different institutions. Nevertheless, 
apart from the Near or Middle East, I do not propose 
to conduct a grand survey nation by nation, or even 
area by area, giving in respect to each the kind of 
solution which I think appropriate. There is no time 
for this, and I have not got the necessary qualifica¬ 
tions. Moreover, with the differences go some very 
striking similarities — similarities which justify a 
more general treatment. 

Nearly all these countries are ex-colonial territories. 
They were, until recently, governed by other coun¬ 
tries. Nearly all are exceedingly poor compared with 
the West. Nearly all are stfil in the preindustrial 
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stage, predominantly agricultural in character, ex¬ 
porting chiefly raw materials and food. They con¬ 
tain peoples of a darker color than those in the 
West. Although racially mixed, they side instinc¬ 
tively with the darker colored peoples in any clash 
with the whites. Indeed, they have developed in 
recent years quite a strong sense of solidarity with 
each other, which sometimes produces hostility to¬ 
ward Western policies which appear to be trying to 
divide them from one another. 

Their numbers alone, particularly in the case of 
India, make it certain that, as long as they remain in¬ 
dependent, these countries are going to be more and 
more important in world affairs. This process will be 
hastened both by economic development, which in 
some form or other will almost certainly take place, 
and by the spread of egalitarian ideas throughout 
the world, which, again, I believe to be certain even 
though its progress may be irregular. 

It is hardly surprising, in view of their characteris¬ 
tics, that Soviet Russia should in her new tactic of 
coexistence concentrate upon these territories. They 
clearly offer an exceptionally favorable field for the 
expansion of communist power by nonmilitary means. 
Undoubtedly, the emphasis placed by the Russians 
in the new coexistence era is upon propaganda, 
diplomacy, economic penetration, rather than direct 
military assault This is what they mean by “com¬ 
petitive coexistence”: 'let the communist countries 



7b the challenge of coexistence 

compete with the capitalist countries in trying to win 
the allegiance of these uncommitted areas.” That 
is what Khrushchev has said to us. And he has made 
it quite plain that it certainly is going to be com¬ 
petition. There is so far no question of the Russians 
giving up their communist ideology or their belief in 
the ultimate success of world communism. 

Nevertheless, before we consider the prospect and 
problems thrown up by tire new Soviet tactics, it 
is as well to glance for a moment at the purely 
military problem. After all, the new tactics may be 
no more than a blind; if the co mm u n ists so decided, 
the mask could be dropped and a military offensive 
let loose very swiftly. Is there, then, in these parts 
of tire world any serious danger of military attack? 

If there is such a serious danger, there is no doubt 
where it is likely to arise. Geography alone indicates 
two points where an attack from the communist bloc 
would be most probable. The first is in the Middle 
East, where the attack would come from Russia 
through Persia or Turkey or conceivably Afghan¬ 
istan. The second is in South Asia, where it would 
come from China southwards through Indo-China, 
Thailand, or Burma. 

As far as the Middle East is concerned, there must 
be considerable temptations to Russia, first because 
in the Middle East lie very large oil reserves upon 
which the West is decidedly dependent, and sec¬ 
ondly because this historic land bridge between three 
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continents, the cradle of classical civilization, the 
scene of so many invasions and campaigns, is, for 
Russia, the gateway to Africa. Therefore, a swift and 
successful campaign, as a result of which the whole 
of the territory from the Caspian to the Mediter¬ 
ranean and the Red Sea fell into the hands of Russia, 
would have enormously significant economic and 
strategic consequences. 

Nevertheless, my conclusion is that such an attack 
is at present in the highest degree unlikely. It would 
involve a complete change of front from the policy 
adopted and openly proclaimed in the last few years. 
Secondly, even before President Eisenhower’s recent 
statement to Congress, the Western powers had 
given the Soviet Union a pretty clear warning that 
thoy would not tolerate a military assault of this 
kind without retaliation. In fact, the Russians have 
been warned that any such onslaught would lead to 
the Third World War, including full use of thermo¬ 
nuclear weapons. As far as one can see, the Russians 
have no desire to precipitate such a catastrophe, 
which, they realize, would be disastrous for them¬ 
selves as well as for everybody else. The only ques¬ 
tion is whether they believe the warnings of the 
West, and for the moment I am inclined to think that 
they do. 

Thirdly, in this Middle East area the Russians 
have every reason for believing that tbe prospects 
of internal revolution are exceedingly good. In most 
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of these countries wealth and power are concen¬ 
trated in the hands of a small class while the mass 
of the people live in appalhng poverty. At the same 
time the giowlh of education is beginning to provide 
leadership for the potential revolutionary forces. 
Furthermore, there is the major irritant of Arab- 
Israel relations to encourage a fanatical nationalism. 
In balancing the relative advantages of military ac¬ 
tion or civil penetration, the Russians must give very 
heavy weight to all this. 

Finally, it is not unlikely that their experience 
in Hungary will make them hesitate before com¬ 
mitting themselves to military occupation of any 
more foreign countries. Although Arab nationalism 
is a force which at present they can make use of 
against the West, they probably appreciate the 
danger that, if they themselves were to become the 
dominant imperialist power, this force would be 
turned against them. 

For these reasons, I conclude that a military 
attack through the Middle East is very unlikely 
at present. Nevertheless, it would be foolish to 
dismiss it altogether and permanently, and it is 
certainly necessary that adequate deterrents should 
exist to discourage any ideas of this kind. 

It is also possible that the Chinese may from 
time to time favor the idea of expanding southwards. 
Nevertheless, I do not believe a military attack in 
the near future is likely in this part of the world 
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either. Certainly, there is no sign of it; nor indeed 
can one say that since the Chinese communist revo¬ 
lution there is much evidence that the new regime is 
anxious to increase the area it contiols by military 
means. There are grounds for believing that even 
in the case of Korea the Chinese intervened chiefly 
because they were frightened of attack. It is of some 
significance that they have refrained from attacking 
the off-shore islands of Quemoy and Matsu, though 
this may be due to warnings from the United States. 
Similar warnings against the launching of an attack 
southwards must also deter them. They must surely 
reckon on retaliation in some form — for instance, if 
they were to invade Thailand — though admittedly 
this would not be an easy situation for the West to 
handle. 

The part the Chinese played at the Bandoeng Con¬ 
ference does not suggest that they are thinking of a 
war of aggression in Asia. They made great efforts 
to convince the delegates of their honest belief in 
coexistence. They supported and sponsored resolu¬ 
tions which in some ways were highly critical of 
Soviet policy, because of their desire for agreement 
with the other countries represented there. 

They too may well feel that expansion involving 
government by the Chinese of countries which are 
racially different would cause more trouble than it is 
worth. Certainly in Burma and Malaya there are sub¬ 
stantial Chinese minorities, but the very presence of 
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these minorities gives some idea of the racial con¬ 
flicts which could develop if the Chinese were to 
gain control of them. The situation in these ter¬ 
ritories might in time become similar to that now 
developing in Central and Eastern Europe in rela¬ 
tion to Russia. 

The comparison fits in another way. It cannot be 
assumed that local communist parties would neces¬ 
sarily remain under the full control of the Chinese. 
For instance, in Indo-China Ho Chi Minh might well 
take an independent line. Finally, the Chinese peo¬ 
ple feel, like the Russians, that they have a good pros¬ 
pect of success by propaganda and example. At the 
moment they appear very confident of the economic 
achievements which are on the way and of the effect 
which these may have on the peoples of South and 
Southeast Asia. 

If, then, the danger of aggression is slight, it may 
be asked whether the alliances which have been 
formed both in the Middle and Far East as part of 
the policy of containing communism are worthwhile. 

In earlier lectures I have made it plain that, in 
principle, collective defense pacts are a natural sup¬ 
plement to the United Nations in the present state 
of the world. But it would be wrong to conclude 
from this that any alliance anywhere is a good thing. 
In the case of NATO we have a real alliance, not a 
paper alliance, with reasonably clear-cut commit- 
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ments formed by nations with essentially the same 
background, aims, and outlook. 

In the parts oi the world with which we are now 
concerned, no such conditions exist. There arc, on 
the contrary, fairly serious difficulties which stand 
in the way of effective defensive alliances. 

To begin with, the Western powers suffer in these 
areas from the taint of “colonialism.” And then, an 
attempt to form alliances may lead to local resent¬ 
ment because the West is said to be dividing one 
Asian country from another and exploiting local 
disputes and hostilities. For instance, it is certainly 
one of the grievances in the Middle East against 
the Bagdad Pact that it deliberately divides Iraq 
from the other Arab states. I should add, however, 
that sometimes these grievances reflect the anger 
of the most powerful local nation that its own 
dominance in the area is threatened. 

Again, the technical and psychological problems as¬ 
sociated with land fighting in Asia can hardly be exag¬ 
gerated, especially if the local populations are indiffer¬ 
ent or even hostile. Nor can we dismiss these difficul¬ 
ties by reliance on nuclear weapons. On the contrary, 
unless we me prepared to forfeit the good will of Asia 
entirely, we could only contemplate this if it were 
necessary to protect an Asian country which was 
wholeheartedly in the struggle — such as the Philip¬ 
pines. We must not forget that in most of Asia it is 
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still believed that the atom bomb was dropped in 
Japan and not in Europe because Japan was an Asian 
country. 

Another difficulty is the instability of many of tire 
governments in these territories — instability not in 
the sense of Western governments, which, though 
they fall frequently in some countries, are usually 
followed by broadly similar governments, but insta¬ 
bility in a much more fundamental sense. 

A great deal turns on the attitude of the local 
populations as well as their governments. If these are 
ready and indeed anxious to resist the communist 
forces, then there is both a much stronger reason for 
die West to go to their help and much greater hope 
of success. But it is precisely in such cases that the 
communists are least likely to attack. 

One is driven to the conclusion, therefore, that the 
political front is the really vital one and that the 
value of a military alliance itself turns largely on its 
political consequences. Here there are two distinct 
and indeed opposite possibilities to be borne in 
mind. The alliance may give encouragement and 
confidence to the anticommunist forces and help to 
check defeatism. On the other hand it may cause so 
much hostility for the reasons 1 have given that its 
political effect is highly damaging. I conclude, 
therefore, that it is most unwise to generalize 
about pacts of this kind; it is best to treat each 
situation on it* merits. Tf we can create success- 
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fully areas or bands of collective security in danger 
spots, well and good; but we should be sure that 
the pacts are effective before entering into them 
and that the military and political advantages and 
disadvantages have been very carefully weighed 
against each other. 

I turn now to the nonmilitary problems in these 
areas. That the Soviet Union has been making very 
considerable efforts in the last year or two to secure 
greater influence in Asia and the Middle East can¬ 
not be denied. Her trade with these territories has 
increased very substantially. Although it is still quite 
a small proportion of their total trade, neverthe¬ 
less the skill of the Soviets in offering to buy up sur¬ 
pluses and help countries in this way as soon as they 
have balance of payments difficulties, together with 
their willingness to grant substantial credits, could, 
if it were persisted in, make a substantial impression. 

For communism, in the ideological war, starts 
with considerable advantages in these territories. 
First, they are all countries which desire to see a 
higher degree of industrialization and economic plan¬ 
ning, planning which it is generally admitted must 
in such cases be carried out by the government. 
They have heard spectacular accounts of the success 
of the Russian economic policy over the past thirty 
years and particularly the past ten years. They see 
tremendous positive efforts being made in Russia to 
expand electric power, steel, and coal production, 
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and to develop heavy engineering. In the typi¬ 
cal liberal economies of the West, although there 
may be, and indeed is, substantial economic prog¬ 
ress, it is not associated so directly with govern¬ 
ments and it seldom receives the same degree of 
publicity. 

Secondly, it must be remembered that, in India 
particularly — but to some extent the same would 
be true of the Middle East — there is less awareness 
of the dangers of totalitarianism than in the West. 
Few Indians have any vivid appreciation of the ex¬ 
periences which Europe went through during the 
time of Hitler, nor do they take very seriously the 
postwar aggressive activities of Stalin. Europe is for 
them a rather remote place. The rape of Czechoslo¬ 
vakia had little meaning to a people busily engaged 
on the exciting business of winning their independ¬ 
ence. Recent events in Hungary may make a differ¬ 
ence in this respect. And it is a matter of particular 
satisfaction that the Asian Socialist Congress came 
down so very firmly against Soviet policy in Hungary, 
and that the most outspoken Indian politician was 
the leader of the Socialist Party, who did not hesitate 
bitterly to criticize Pandit Nehru for the rather 
equivocal attitude which he first of all adopted. 

Thirdly, because these countries are poor and 
Russia is still poorer than the West, there is some 
instinctive feeling for Russia as against, say, the 
United States. Fourthly, the Russians can claim, 
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and with some justification, that they have not pur¬ 
sued policies of racial repression, that they do not 
believe in color bars, and that in this respect at 
least they follow the socialist — or, if you wish, lib¬ 
eral— principle of fundamental equality. 

But more important than any of these as an influ¬ 
ence on the side of communist propaganda is that 
Russia is not one of the Western imperialist powers 
whicli at one time ruled these countries and which 
still govern substantial colonial empires of their own. 
The fact that Russia has her own colonial empire in 
Europe is unfortunately not a sufficient counter¬ 
weight because, as I have said, it is something of 
which neither the Indians, nor the Arabs for that 
matter, take very much cognizance.* 

I must spend a little more time on the “anti- 
colonialism” issuo. For this has surely now become 
one of the most significant influences in world affairs. 
How is one to defiuc it? How is one even to describe 
it? 

One can say it is a feeling of strong resentment, 
sometimes leading to bitter hatred, felt by millions 
of Asian and African people against the white races 
and the powerful Western countries. But what pre¬ 
cisely is it that is resented and hated? In the first 
place, of course, it is direct colonial rule against the 
wishes of the inhabitants. Algeria is the most obvi¬ 
ous example in the minds of the people of the un- 

* The Government of Iraq is a notable exception. 
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committed areas today, though the Indians rightly 
or wrongly also see Goa as a continual irritant, a 
reminder dial Western countries by force continue 
to exercise power in the East. The resentment, how¬ 
ever, is not merely against colonial rule as such, but 
against powerful nations imposing their will by 
force upon weaker ones. And there is also resent¬ 
ment against racial superiority. All the behavior and 
institutions associated with the color bar, for in¬ 
stance, are fuel to the flames of colonialist hatred. 
Finally, there is resentment against economic in¬ 
equalities. 

One cannot say that it is any one of these four 
characteristics which should be described as anti- 
colonialism, but when all four are combined, resent¬ 
ment is certainly at its highest. Resentment exists, 
however, even when not all of these characteristics 
are present. 

For example, die extent of direct colonial rule has 
enormously diminished. Since the war, the British, 
French, and Dutch between diem have given inde¬ 
pendence to 600 million people in their onetime 
colonies. The remaining colonial empires are only a 
fraction of what they were. Yet tliis has not led to the 
disappearance of anticolonialist feelings. Apart from 
die fact that in Africa, particularly, direct colonial 
government still remains, memories of past colonial 
rule are deep and likely to last for a long, long time. 
It is hardly necessary to emphasize this to an Ameri- 
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can audience who have probably not forgotten 
George III! 

And even when no direct colonial rule exists, 
there arc “semicoloniar relationships which are re¬ 
sented. For instance, in the Middle East, the British, 
even after the end of any direct rule, continued to 
exercise considerable influence through diplomatic 
representatives and treaties of various kinds, of which 
the one with Jordan is much the best known. One 
cannot say this has been very successful. Arab na¬ 
tionalism has been roused against us. 

But even a less close contact may provoke resent¬ 
ment. Among the peoples of the uncommitted areas 
there can bo, for instance, quite strong feeling against 
what they would call dollar imperialism — rich 
America buying up the power and influence which 
she wants. 

It is a remarkable paradox that in a period when 
there has been such a vast retreat from imperialism 
by the West such anticolonialisl feelings should have 
become so greatly intensified. One reason for it is that 
communications have brought about a greater sense 
of imity among the colonial and ex-colonial peoples. 
The Bandoeng Conference was significant, not only 
because of the principles accepted there, not only 
because it was a success, but because for the first 
time the Asian and African peoples came together 
to form their own particular association and express 
their own particular grievances. 
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Faced, then, with these fairly serious disadvan¬ 
tages in trying to retain the good will and friendship 
of the uncommitted areas lor the West and in trying 
to prevent their domination by the communist bloc, 
what sort of policies should we follow? 

Theie are small groups in Europe who believe that 
the policy hitherto adopted by Great Britain and, to 
some extent also, by Holland and France, of grant¬ 
ing independence to the colonial territories, is fun¬ 
damentally mistaken. Such persons, although not 
so foolish as to suggest that we ought to retrace our 
steps, are inclined to resist any proposals for moving 
farther along the same path. They argue that we 
should use our power to impose our will upon these 
peoples, that force is the only thing they recognize, 
and that in doing so we shall really be helping 
them because the form of government which we 
provide for them is far better than anything they can 
provide for themselves. We shall also, it is argued, 
by continuing to govern directly ourselves, prevent 
any danger of direct Soviet control. 

I have expressed this crudely, because one cannot 
really speak of a clear-cut policy here. It is, rather, 
a collection of strong prejudices which are expressed 
when particular problems in colonial policy are 
under discussion. These prejudices lend to be found 
in an especially strong form when there are multi¬ 
racial problems in a colony, and, indeed, they are 
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probably held more vehemently by white settlers 
than by the inhabitants of the mother countries. 

In my opinion there is no future whatever for such 
a point of view. It is evident that the United States 
of America would not be a party to repressive 
policies of this kind. That being so, it is extremely 
doubtful whether the United Kingdom, even if aided 
by other countries in Western Europe, could on its 
own provide the necessary power should Soviet Rus¬ 
sia be in a position and decide to intervene against 
the colonial powers. Moreover, these policies gravely 
underestimate the immense force of nationalist feel¬ 
ing. They also fail to appreciate the advantage which 
communist propaganda has if it is working together 
with such nationalist feeling. Finally, if it is hard for 
the Soviet dictatorship to impose its will on the 
peoples of Hungary and Roland, despite the use of 
tanks and terror and all the apparatus of totalitari¬ 
anism, it is infinitely more difficult — indeed, I 
would say impossible — for a democracy whose 
people aro brought up Lo believe in the fundamental 
rights of man to liberty and self-government to do 
any such thing. A democracy cannot for long main¬ 
tain a policy of complete repression in its colonies 
without the people of that democracy themselves 
deciding to abandon the struggle. And of course it 
is not only public opinion at home but public opin¬ 
ion in the vest of the world which will declare itself 
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against policies of this kind. For, with all the set¬ 
backs and disappointments, there surely can he no 
doubt of the growing revulsion in this last half 
century against the idea that might is right. This 
revulsion is particularly strong in the uncommitted 
areas, which in consequence, as I pointed out earlier, 
tend to be particularly strong supporters of the 
United Nations. 

We must, then, reject this out-of-date point of 
view which unfortunately crops up from time to 
time. On the contrary, if the uncommitted areas are 
to stay outside the communist orbit, I am sure we 
should push on as fast as we can with the granting 
of independence and freedom to the remaining co¬ 
lonial territories. If India today really believed that 
Great Britain was not determined on this course, 
I doubt if she would remain for long within the 
commonwealth. The remarkably friendly relalions 
which exist today between Britain and her former 
Asian dominions are due not only to the fact that we 
conceded freedom and independence in time, but 
also to the conviction that because we kept our 
promises to them we are going to do the same in 
respect to other colonial territories. This does not 
mean that we are expected to grant self-government 
next month or next year to all the African colonies. 
The extraordinary difficulties of multiracial societies 
are understood by our friends in Asia. But they do ex¬ 
pect real progress and a genuine acceptance of the 
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ultimate objective. We have to give continual leas- 
suiance on this point by words and deeds. In this 
way we shall damp down and, I hope, finally ex¬ 
tinguish the anticolonialist resentment and passions 
which unfortunately linger on. Incidentally, as and 
when this happens, we may find that the so-called 
Alio-Asian bloc either becomes much more friendly 
to the West or ceases to be a bloc. 

We should underline the connection between 
parliamentary democracy and progressive colonial 
policies. It has always seemed to me that there was 
a clear logical association, here; a people which ac¬ 
cepts the basic principle of political equality at 
home, implicit in universal franchise and free elec¬ 
tions, cannot really insist that as a group it is 
entitled to govern other people. This may take a 
long time, but sooner or later it is bound to emerge. 
We should make the connection clear, because it 
is one of the most powerful arguments against 
totalitarian communism in a colonial territory; and, 
of course, we can follow it up by exposing the Rus¬ 
sian record in Europe, particularly in the light of 
what has happened in Hungary in recent weeks. 

We should also accept the fact that most of these 
countries prefer to adopt a neutralist position. This 
is particularly the case with India. There are various 
reasons for it, some of which have already been men¬ 
tioned. ft springs in part from anticolonial feelings. 
Because the Western powers are still regarded as 
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“colonialist,” India does not want to be loo closely 
associated with them. It springs often from a lack 
of understanding of recent European history and a 
consequent tendency to underestimate the danger 
of aggression from totalitarian states. It springs also 
from an unwillingness to commit their countries to 
heavy defense expenditure when they wish to devote 
all the energies they can to building up their econo¬ 
mies. It springs, above all, from something which 
Americans more than anybody else will understand 
— the desire, having secured their independence, to 
start up on their own without any leading strings and 
without any ties with their past rulers. In short, 
they wish to get away from “the wickedness of power 
politics” in very much the same way as the UniLed 
States wanted to have as little as possible to do with 
Europe after the Wax of Independence. 

We should, I suggest, be sympathetic to these 
attitudes, and we should not press these countries 
to join alliances if they do not wish to. Incidentally, 
in adopting neutralist policies, they are probably less 
likely to be undermined by communist influence 
than if they were too closely associated with the 
West and so, contrary to the desires of their people, 
came to be regarded as “stooges” of Western imperi¬ 
alism. 

There remains a question which will probably be 
in your minds — can we afford to withdraw from 
these colonial territories, giving them their inde- 
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pendence, without risking serious military weakness? 
Specifically, the question is posed in relation to cer¬ 
tain naval and air bases. 

Nobody would deny the possibility of a clash be¬ 
tween military and political considerations, and no 
doubt there are cases where it is a matter of balanc¬ 
ing the one against the other. But in making up onr 
minds as to what we should do about these bases, 
there are three points to bear in mind. The bases 
themselves are not going to be much use if they are 
surrounded by a hostile population. We must, there¬ 
fore, seek agreement, if we wish to retain a base, 
with the local government. Then we have to ask 
ourselves whether, in the present state of technical 
development, such bases are really any longer quite 
so essential as they were a few years ago. Finally, 
if we do decide to hold them, then we must do 
everything we can to keep the use of the bases 
distinct from political control. In this respect, the 
United States policy of leasing air bases fairly un¬ 
obtrusively and without political intervention seems 
a sensible approach to this problem. 

This brings me, finally, to the question of economic 
aid. What is the case for it, and how should it be 
administered? 

The case is clear enough. Although within most 
advanced industrial countries inequality of living 
standards between different sections of the popula¬ 
tion has diminished in recent years, the gap between 
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the average standard of living in poorer and richer 
countries has probably widened. This in itself is a 
cause for some alarm, since it may intensify those 
feelings of resentment to which I referred a few 
moments ago. 

It seems to me we have a situation like this. On the 
one hand, there are advanced industrial nations who 
for a long time now have been accustomed to a 
steady rise in their standard of living as a result of 
the application of more or less continuous technical 
progress and a high rate of saving and investment. 
This is associated, as a rule, with birth control in 
some form or other so that population increases are 
kept within bounds. At the other extreme is a group 
of countries whose people have for centuries done 
no more than scratch a living and keep themselves 
alive. Up to now they have not managed to reach 
the escalator of economic progress. But today, as 
communications develop and knowledge spreads 
about what is happening in other countries, new 
aspirations emerge and there is an increasing de¬ 
mand by these peoples for the opportunities which 
more advanced countries enjoy. As I said earlier, 
they look at the communist states and they see the 
governments there taking the initiative and driving 
through great programs of economic development. 
They see that the Russians are already on the es¬ 
calator of progress; and they are naturally tempted 
by these examples. Perhaps more important — es- 
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pccially for the Aiian countries — they hear of de¬ 
velopments in China. 

But in order to achieve this economic pi ogress, 
ceitain conditions have to be fulfilled. There has to 
be a higher rate of investment, and, therefore, a 
higher rate of saving. Many customs have to he 
altered if productivity is to increase. Theic has to 
be a spreading of technical knowledge and “know¬ 
how,” some of it quite simple, so that the investment 
in machinery, plant, and equipment can be put to 
proper use. 

These changes can undoubtedly be forced through 
far more easily by a dictatorship than under demo¬ 
cratic conditions. For a dictatorship can use its 
power — as tire JKrcmlin has — to hold down living 
standards ruthlessly for the time being and insure 
that an abnormally high proportion of available re¬ 
sources is devoted to investment or defense rather 
than to consumption. A democracy is not in the same 
position to disappoint human hopes and aspirations. 
Any government elected on a democratic basis has 
to produce some results fairly quickly if it is to sur¬ 
vive. The danger, therefore, is that it will not be pre¬ 
pared sufficiently to sacrifice the present for the fu¬ 
ture, and that the pace of industrial advance will 
therefore be too slow. 

This is the dilemma which faces a democracy in 
such conditions. Either it goes too slowly, in which 
case adverse comparisons will be made with more 
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rapidly advancing communist states; or its progress 
is fast, in which case the discontent created by 
holding down the rate of consumption may result 
in an explosion and provide just the conditions in 
which the communists come into power. 

There is only one way out of lire dilemma. If these 
countries are both to make rapid economic progress 
and to retain their democratic systems, they must be 
given some outside help. I believe that upon the pos¬ 
sibility of this help turns more than on anything 
else the question of whether they stay democratic. 

Before discussing tire ways and means of economic 
help, I must make it plain that economic develop¬ 
ment, with or without aid, is no alternative to politi¬ 
cal freedom, for countries which are still colonics. 
On the contrary, we have to face the fact that in 
such countries economic progress, and particularly 
the better education of tire people, is likely to create 
rather than solve political problems. This is some¬ 
thing which cannot be avoided, for if there is to be 
economic development, there must be more educa¬ 
tion, and if there is to be more education, then there 
will be more demands for political freedom. The al¬ 
ternative of leaving these countries to stagnate, even 
if it were ethically tolerable, is no solution, because 
the spread of ideas from outside areas is inevitable 
with modem communications and in time would 
probably produce an even bigger explosion. Even 
in countries which are already independent, a some- 
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what similar problem arises, where the whole proc¬ 
ess will stimulate the demand for more rapidly ris¬ 
ing living standards. This can be beneficial rather 
than dangerous, providing it is linked with an under¬ 
standing of the necessary conditions of progress and 
an emotional enthusiasm for development. 

As to the form of the outside assistance, I have 
only a few obvious comments to make on a subject 
on which a great deal of work has already been 
done. Indeed, I would go so far as to say that the 
problems of this work are no longer technical but 
political. The experts are mosdy in agreement about 
what should be done; the question is whether the 
politicians and the people will do it. 

I do not think that anybody can seriously expect 
private investment to do the job. There are many 
reasons why it has not in fact been able to do so up 
to now, and these reasons are likely to continue. In 
some cases, there is doubt about the stability of the 
government and of the local currency. In other cases, 
there is fear of opposition to foreign capital or of 
unfair fiscal treatment. Then the yield on invest¬ 
ments at home has been so high recently that there 
is no great incentive for private individuals or cor¬ 
porations to invest abroad. 

There are, of course, some exceptions. There are 
the extractive industries, where the need to secure 
supplies of raw materials provides special incentives. 
There is also investment more or less forced upon 
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a foreign company because of high tariffs or other 
protective controls. 

But apart from cases of this kind, the basic capital 
formation in these countries will, in the main, have 
to be undertaken by the governments. We would 
be foolish to allow any prejudice against "socialist” 
projects to influence our judgment in this matter. 
It is not, and certainly should not be, the object of 
the exercise to try and spread the theory and practice 
of economic liberalism. Indeed, I have for long 
thought that the confusion between political democ¬ 
racy and a laissez-faire economic policy was one of 
the most unfortunate and dangerous fallacies — 
which, however well intentioned its authors may 
be, has done much harm to the solidarity of the free 
world. 

Moreover, there is an obvious danger that a re¬ 
liance on private foreign investment — especially in 
tire early stages — would result in strong antago¬ 
nisms developing against “dollar imperialism,” though 
I hasten to add that many international companies 
have through experience become highly skilled now¬ 
adays in handling their relationships with foreign 
governments and peoples. 

Secondly, it is highly desirable that the initiative 
for foreign loans or foreign aid, as for the whole de¬ 
velopment of the countries concerned, should as far 
as possible come from within. For countries which 
are already self-governing, or soon will be, should 
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learn to manage their own affairs; and, if they do, 
there will be much less friction with tire outside 
world. One reason for the success of the Colombo 
Plan is that the Asian countries which participate 
have each woiked out their own development plans, 
though they came together with each other and with 
friends from the West to discuss these plans and to 
give each other advice and help. The Western coun¬ 
tries who are members have been — as it were — at 
the disposal of the Asian countries, ready to provide 
technical help and fairly small amounts of direct 
finance. 

Thirdly, any aid, whether in the form of grants or 
loans, should be without military strings. Any at¬ 
tempt to associate this aid with direct military con¬ 
ditions or, still more, with defense contributions, 
would be a mistake. It is likely to be refused, and 
even if it is not refused, will probably sow the seeds 
of future trouble. Nor is it wise that economic help 
should be concentrated simply on those territories 
where tire danger of communism is suid to be great¬ 
est. For, if this course were to be followed, then the 
West would lay itself open to continuous blackmail. 

The problem is admittedly a delicate one. It would 
be dangerous to give the impression that the coun¬ 
tries supplying capital are simply making use of the 
underdeveloped areas for their own strategic ends. 
But equally, it would be wrong to treat the whole 
business as an act of charity for which gratitude is 
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expected. Few relationships are more unsatisfactory 
than that of rich uncle — poor nephew. So the path 
of the idealistic Westerner is admittedly difficultl I 
think the answer is that the aid should be provided 
for the sole purpose of enabling economic develop¬ 
ment to take place faster and more smoothly in a 
stable democratic society; and that the whole trans¬ 
action should be based on this principle. Any con¬ 
ditions, supervision, or guidance should be linked 
to this and to this alone. 

Even so, the relationship is not going to be an easy 
one. In my opinion there will be less friction if the 
aid is channeled through international institutions. 
One of the outstanding successes of the postwar pe¬ 
riod has been the work of the International Bank, 
which unobtrusively and efficiently has advanced 
substantial sums of money to countries almost all 
over the world. I do not believe this could have been 
done even by the United Slates on its own without 
creating far more friction in its relations with the 
uncommitted territories. 

I would myself go further. I am already on record 
as favoring in principle the SUNFED proposals, 
which have been discussed so often at the United 
Nations. I believe that a big gesture of this kind 
would help relations between the uncommitted areas 
and the West partly because, if international aid is 
channeled through the United Nations, there is less 
opportunity for the Russians to make political capi- 
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tal. Iii fact, either the Russians would have to make 
their contribution in that way, which would deprive 
them of the opportunity of linking it with com¬ 
munist propaganda, or, if they refused to join, they 
would be exposed as providing aid only in order to 
achieve influence. 

It may be said that the United Nations is not yet 
organized for this work. That is, no doubt, true, but 
there is no reason why there should not be a gradual 
expansion. The necessary stalls could be built up, the 
necessary experience obtained, The essential point is 
to make a start with a plan, perhaps on the modest 
lines already suggested in the SUNFED proposals, 
but moving on to rather more ambitious projects. 
I am certainly not going to commit myself to a defi¬ 
nite figure. But it is interesting that a number of dif¬ 
ferent investigations seem to settle on a figure of 
something like three to four billion dollars a year 
as that which it should be within the capacity of the 
underdeveloped countries to absorb. 

I have now come to the end of my analysis of 
these three spheres in which the problem of co¬ 
existence presents itself: the United Nations, Europe, 
and the uncommitted areas, and I must try to pull 
the threads together. If I were asked to single out the 
most important themes which I have tried to develop, 
they would be these. 

First, the Charter of the United Nations, although 
suffering from various drawbacks, is nevertheless a 
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code of conduct which democratic, peace-loving 
states should observe. 

Secondly, however, the Charter cannot cover every 
situation, nor can we rely upon tire United Nations 
Organization on its own to provide full collective 
security against aggression. It therefore follows that 
our support for the United Nations must be accom¬ 
panied by a clear understanding of its inevitable 
limitations. While laying to strengthen it, we must 
not regard those limitations as an excuse for avoid¬ 
ing a positive foreign policy alongside of and as a 
supplement to working through tire United Nalions. 
Thirdly, it is still necessary that the Atlantic Alliance 
should be sustained and encouraged. This requires 
not only closer co-operation on specific European 
problems but also a genuine readiness to consult 
on issues arising in other parts of the world affecting 
the interests of the member countries of NATO. Such 
closer consultation and co-operation does not, how¬ 
ever, mean that we should follow rigid or tough 
foreign policies all tire time. On the contrary, recent 
developments suggest that a more flexible policy may 
bring important results. But tire policy is something 
which should be worked out together and not de¬ 
cided by any one government on its own. 

Further, we should recognize the great significance 
of our relationships with the underdeveloped coun¬ 
tries — both by word and in deed. We should con¬ 
tinue to make plain our determination to abide by 
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democratic piinciples and to assist and foster the 
development oi self-government and independence 
in former colonies. Wc should bear in mind the in¬ 
tense feelings which, partly ior historic reasons, sur¬ 
round the word "colonialism,” and we should so con¬ 
duct ourselves as to minimize friction arising there¬ 
from. 

We should recognize too the need for giving eco¬ 
nomic help to these underdeveloped countries and 
to do so without expecting a flood of appreciation 
or attaching to such help any military strings. We 
should always bear in mind that our sole objective 
in helping them is that they may move into a posi¬ 
tion where they can enjoy the same opportunities 
of economic progress as we in the West have enjoyed 
for many years and do this on a stable and dem¬ 
ocratic basis. 

It so happens that almost all these themes in a 
strange way converge together in the complex prob¬ 
lem of the Middle East. A study of events there in 
recent years, and particularly in recent weeks, shows 
them in their different ways, one by one. So I think 
it would be appropriate if, at the very end of these 
talks, I were to say a few words about this part 
of the world, not in order to describe in detail de¬ 
velopments which have taken place there, but rather 
to illustrate the conclusions which I have been trying 
to draw for policy as a whole. 

First, then, let us look at the Middle East question 
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from the point of view of the United Nations. Here 
was a case where the United Nations can be said to 
have had in the last five years at least a partial suc¬ 
cess. The observers now working under General 
Burns were not able to stop the frontier incidents, 
but nobody would say that Lhey were without some 
influence, nor did anybody propose seriously that the 
United Nations should cease to rare for Lire number 
of Arab refugees in Jordan and Egypt. But it must 
be admitted that the success was a very partial one, 
even if the problem was the most profouud and diffi¬ 
cult one existing in the world today. 

Then came the nationalization of the canal. For 
nearly three months negotiations and discussions of 
one kind or another took place on this subject. Al¬ 
though it was weeks before tire Security Council was 
formally appraised of the dispule, there was nothing 
in this contrary to the charter. Although its delibera¬ 
tions on the matter did not result in agreement, 
some progress was made and at least up to the end 
of October the threat of open armed conflict had 
been averted. 

Then followed the attack by Israel upon Egypt on 
October 29 .1 would not say that this was an entirely 
straightforward issue. There is reason to believe that 
provocation existed. In the ordinary way, it was a 
matter which should clearly have been handled by 
the Security Council, with a view not only to obtain¬ 
ing a cease fire and the withdrawal of Israeli forces 
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within existing frontiers, but also to dealing with the 
100I causes of the conflict and the threats to the 
security of Israel. 

The question, however, could not be dealt with 
simply on these lines, because of the decision of the 
British and French to issue on their own their ulti¬ 
matum of October 30. This ultimatum and the action 
which followed were regarded by the overwhelming 
majority of the membeis of the United Nations as, 
in effect, a violation of the charter. It was also so re¬ 
garded by a large body of opinion within Great 
Britain itself. The Assembly, therefore, was in this 
case certainly registering world opinion; it was, in 
doing so, successful in inducing the British and 
French governments first to agree to a cease fire 
and later to withdraw their forces from Egypt. 

Let us recognize this as an initial success for the 
principles of the charter and indeed for the insti¬ 
tutions of the United Nations. But let us also give 
credit to the two great democracies who, because 
they were democracies, decided to bow to world 
opinion. We cannot but contrast their behavior with 
the very different conduct of Soviet Russia in ignor¬ 
ing the repeated requests of the United Nations 
Assembly in relation to Hungary. 

We should have no illusions, however. This initial 
success will quickly disappear, if that is all the 
United Nations is able to do in the Middle East. 

There exist today three problems which must be 
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faced. First, the Suez Canal has to be cleared as fast 
as possible. Secondly, there must be a settlement of 
the future control of the canal. Thirdly, a great effort 
must be made to improve relations and ultimately 
settle the dispute between Israel and the Arab states. 

As far as the clearance of the canal is concerned, 
the United Nations are themselves doing the neces¬ 
sary technical job. The only difficulty that appears 
to exist at present is a political one. Let us hope that 
it will melt away. But it would be quite wrong for 
the United Nations to tolerate from Egypt any in¬ 
tention to obstruct the clearance of the canal in 
order to obtain political advantages elsewhere. 

Then, as regards the control of the canal, there 
are three things that must be said. First, negotiations 
should be resumed as soon as possible at the point 
where they were broken off at the end of October. 
A solution acceptable to both Egypt and the canal 
users was, I believe, not far off. The details are 
covered in the letter of the Secretary General to the 
Egyptian Foreign Minister. Secondly, it would be 
most unsatisfactory if in this setdement the Egyptian 
government were still left free to refuse the passage 
of Israeli ships. That would be to condone a continu¬ 
ing civil wrong; for it is not reasonable that Israel 
should be put in the position that, in regard to free 
passage through the canal, it is supposed to be in a 
state of war with Egypt, but in regard to the use of 
force on its own frontiers, then, apparently, it must 
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behave as if it were at peace. So on this matter, too, 
the United Nations should stand firm against any 
Egyptian objections. Thirdly, any idea that the free 
passage of British and French ships should be linked 
with the withdrawal of Israeli forces must be firmly 
resisted. Colonel Nasser has repeatedly promised that 
there will be no discrimination when Egypt operates 
the canal. He must be held to this promise. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the p ainf ul im¬ 
pression which will be created in Britain if, after 
the strong pressures biought upon Britain and France 
and Israel to accept the resolutions of the Assembly, 
the United Nations now proceed to show weakness 
or timidity in the face of obstruction on the part of 
Egypt. Precisely because in my party we opposed 
the action of the British and French governments, 
we feel entitled to underline this point. Were this 
to happen, there would develop in Europe a growing 
cynicism and indifference toward the United Na¬ 
tions and, let me be frank, a growing irritation with 
the policies of the United States. 

You may say, “But how can the United Nations 
insist on gelling its way if Egypt proves adamant?” 
And, "How can we be sure that the United Nations 
Assembly itself agrees to tire course proposed?” 

On the assumption that a clear two-thirds majority 
is available, then it surely would be the duty of the 
United States and other powers who take the lead in 
this matter, to bring pressures to bear in order to 
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secure that the decisions of die Assembly are ob¬ 
served. But even supposing no great majority exists, 
then this cannot absolve great powers with responsi¬ 
bilities sucli as those carried by the United States 
from any further action. Here we have a case where 
we may well come up against the limit of what 
the United Nations can do. You will recall that in 
my first lecture I was at pains to emphasize that 
there was such a limit. When we reach that limit, 
it simply means that other channels and other 
methods — not in conflict with the charier, though 
outside the Assembly — may have to be used. I re¬ 
peat that weakness in this field could be dangerous 
not only for the reputation of the United Nations 
but also for the Atlantic Alliance. 

The third problem — that of Israel-Arab relations 
— is far more difficult. And I do not propose tonight 
to attempt to outline the solution. But I will say this. 
The problem in my opinion is not so much one of 
establishing what would be a reasonable settlement 
in the long run. It is not difficult to set out the various 
steps that would have to be taken, the various head¬ 
ings of any ultimate agreement. The problem here 
at the moment is essentially psychological. The pas¬ 
sionate feelings of the Arab peoples probably make 
impossible for the time being any substantial prog¬ 
ress toward settlement. Therefore, the first important 
thing is to gain time, to gain time without armed 
conflicts so as to allow passions to subside. 
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That is one reason why I, myself, favor the pro¬ 
posal that not only the Gaza Strip, but a corridor of 
territory running from Gaza to the Gulf of Aqaba 
along tire Egyptian-Israeli frontier, should be taken 
over by the United Nations force and, indeed, ad¬ 
ministered by the United Nations itself. For this 
would provide a firm barrier against the resumption 
of attacks on Israel by Egypt or vice versa, and 
thus, at least, sterilize one frontier. I will go further. 
I believe that serious consideration should now be 
given to the possibility of the United Nations Force s 
being used to patrol not only the borders of Egypt 
and Israel, but those of Israel with the other Arab 
states also. If these proposals could be carried 
through the United Nations Assembly, they would 
mark a decisive advance toward settlement in the 
Middle East. But this will only be possible if they 
are backed by the most powerful country among 
the Western democracies. 

Finally, let me add just this. I recognize that in 
present circumstances it is perhaps necessary, in 
relation to matters in the Middle East, for the United 
States to proceed without close and obvious co-oper¬ 
ation with Britain and France. That may be for the 
moment the better course diplomatically, I would, 
however, ask very seriously that at least the mini¬ 
mum of consultation with us should take place, and 
that it should be recognized that, as soon as possible, 
much closer co-operation will be restored. This car- 
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ries with it certain implications about the significance 
of the Suez episode for the future. 

First, I would ask that we do not allow any alleged 
disagreement about “colonialism” to divide us. It is 
all to the good that the United States should develop 
closer relations with the countries of Asia and Africa. 
But let this be for its own sake, and not because of 
differences on colonial policy. Recall, if you please, 
the record of Great Britain since the war in grant¬ 
ing independence to former colonies and dominions. 
Remember that this process has not stopped, that 
in March of this year Ghana achieves independence, 
that it is expected that within the next few years 
this will be followed by Nigeria, Malaya, and the 
West Indies. Do not forget that France, too, has 
moved along lire same path, in Indo-China, Tunis, 
and Morocco. Please understand that millions of 
British people are very proud of these changes and 
of the new emerging free commonwealth, whose 
unity depends on an acceptance of the ideals behind 
them. In view of all this, would it not seem a little 
absurd for America to appear to cut herself off Rom 
Britain because Britain was still pursuing colonialist 
ideas? Since the fateful decision to accept the cease 
fire, I am glad to say that the British government 
seems to be moving back again toward the policy 
of friendship with America, commonwealth unity, 
and respect for the United Nations. Although we in 
the Labor Party have strongly opposed particular 
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measures pursued iu particular colonies by the 
British government — Cyprus is the most recent 
example — as a serious, realistic policy for Britain, 
“colonialism” is dead and can never he revived. 

You will see from this that I do not share the views 
of those observers who are drawing all sorts of con¬ 
clusions about decisive changes in British foreign 
policy in consequence of the Suez episode, who are 
now discovering that this has its roots in all sorts of 
fundamental divisions among the Western powers, 
which in time were Iround to produce last autumn’s 
harvest. For my part I look on the Suez episode as 
a temporary affair, an aberration which, to be sure, 
leaves behind a formidable host of problems, but 
which should not lead us away from old friendships 
and ideals. It would be a great tragedy if at this mo¬ 
ment it were to be accepted by the statesmen who 
govern our countries that what has happened had 
created a great and irreparable breach between 
America and Europe. 

For surely what has happened in Eastern Europe 
gives us, the people of the democracies, the greatest 
hope and encouragement that we have had for these 
past ten years. It shows that, however many mis¬ 
takes the democracies make, whatever their weak¬ 
nesses may be, the ideals of political freedom and 
self-government are ideals still cherished by the 
peoples living in the communist countries, whereas 
the dogmas of totalitarian communism are rejected 
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and detested by them. One cannot help recalling 
Stalin’s famous question in one of the wartime dis¬ 
cussions— “flow many divisions has the Pope?” 
I am not a Catholic, but, in a metaphorical sense I 
would answer “Quite a lot.” Hungary has shown 
that. The spirit of man has not been conquered. 

These ideals of ours are also substantially those 
which the people in the uncommitted areas, particu¬ 
larly in India, accept. There is nothing surprising 
about this, for the ideals have owed much in turn to 
the United Slates in lire ringing phrases of the Dec¬ 
laration of Independence, to France in the stirring 
battle cries of the French Revolution, and to Britain 
through her long experience of parliamentary democ¬ 
racy. We now know that tyranny will not crush 
the passion for liberty, that “government of the peo¬ 
ple, by tire people, for the people” is still the greatest 
and most influential political concept of all time. 
This, surely, should encourage our two nations not 
to part company, but rather to pursue our common 
struggle with all the greater faith and courage. 





